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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 23, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON LNTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m. in the committee room of the House 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Hon. Clair Engle (chair- 
man of the committee) presiding. 

The Cuarrman. Gentlemen, we have scheduled to appear before us 
this morning Mr. Clarence Rhode, executive officer of the Alaska 
Game Commission, who is here to testify concerning fishing and 
hunting practices in Alaska with respect to military reservations. 

There is pending before the committee legislation which passed the 
House last year relating to military reservations, and that legislation 
has been reintroduced. It did not pass the Senate last year - because 
of the shortage of time. 

This legislati ion passed the House on the Consent Calendar. 

The bills, for the record, are: H. R. 62 7 by the Chairman; H. R. 575 
by Mr. Budge; H. R. 608 by Mr. Dawson; H. R. 931 by Mr. Saylor; 
H. R. 1148 by Mr. Lester Johnson, of Wisconsin; H. R. 3403 wae Mr. 
Metcalf; H. R. 3661 by Mr. Thomson; H. R. 3788 by Mr. Udall; H. R. 
3799 by Mr. Baring, and H. R. 3860 by Mrs. Pfost. 

The bills, if not identical, are substantially the same in character. 

At this point in the record we will insert a copy of these bills. 

(The bills referred to are as follows :) 


{H. R. 627, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide that withdrawals or reservations of more than five thousand acres 
of public lands of the United States for certain purposes shall not become effective until 
approved by Act of Congress 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding any other provisions 
of law, except in time of war or national emergency declared by the President 
or the ‘Congress, on and after the date of enactment of this Act, the provisions 
hereof shall apply to the withdrawal and reservation for, restriction of, and 
utilization by, the Department of Defense for defense purposes of the public lands 
of the United States, including public lands in the Territory of Alaska: Provided, 
That for the purposes of this Act, the term “public lands” shall be deemed to in- 
clude, without limiting the meaning thereof, Federal lands and waters of the 
Outer Continental Shelf, as defined in section 2 of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act (67 Stat. 462), and Federal lands and waters off the coast of the 
Territory of Alaska. 

Sec, 2. No public land, water, or land and water area shall, except by Act 
of Congress, hereafter be (1) withdrawn from settlement, location, sale, or entry 
for the use of the Department of Defense for defense purposes or (2) reserved 
for such use if such withdrawal or reservation would result in the withdrawal 
or reservation of more than five thousand acres in the aggregate for any one 
defense project or facility of the Department of Defense since the date of 
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enactment of this Act or since the last previous Act of Congress which withdrew 
or reserved public land, water, or land and water area for that project or facility, 
whichever is later. 

Sec. 3. Any application hereafter filed for a withdrawal or reservation, the 
approval of which will, under section 2 of this Act, require an Act of Congress, 
shall specify— 

(1) the name of the requesting agency and intended using agency; 

(2) location of the area involved, to include a detailed deseription of 
the exterior boundaries and excepted areas, if any, within such proposed 
withdrawal or reservation ; 

(3) gross land and water acreage within the exterior boundaries of the 
requested withdrawal or reservation, and net publie land, water, or public 
land and water acreage covered by the application ; 

(4) the purpose or purposes for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved, or if the purpose or purposes are classified for national 
security reasons, a statement to that effect ; 

(5) whether the proposed use will result in contamination of any or all 
of the requested withdrawal or reservation area, and if so, whether such 
contamination will be permanent or temporary ; 

(6) the period during which the proposed withdrawal or reservation will 
continue in effect ; 

(7) whether, and if so to what extent, the proposed use will affect con- 
tinuing full operation of the public land laws and Federal regulations relat- 
ing to conservation, utilization, and development of mineral resources, 
timber and other material resources, grazing resources, fish and wildlife 
resources, water resources, and scenic, wilderness, and recreation and other 
values ; and 

(8) if effecting the purpose for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved will involve the use of water in any State lying wholly 
or in part west of the ninety-eighth meridian, whether, subject to existing 
rights under law, the intended using agency has acquired, or proposes to 
acquire, rights to the use thereof in conformity with State laws and pro- 
cedures relating to the control, appropriations, use, and distribution of 
water. 

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary of each military department, under regulations 
prescribed by him, and approved by the Secretary of Defense, shall, with respect 
to each military installation or facility under the jurisdiction of his depart- 
ment— 

(1) require that all hunting, trapping, and fishing at the installation or 
facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Terri- 
tory in which it is located; 

(2) require that licenses for hunting, trapping, or fishing be obtained from 
the State or Territory in which such installation or facility is located. With 
respect to members of the Armed Forces, such license will be required if 
such State or Territory authorizes the issuance of a license to a member of 
the Armed Forces on bona fide military duty for not less than thirty days 
at any installation or facility therein, without regard to residence require- 
ments, and upon terms no less favorable than those terms upon which such 
a license is issued to residents of such State or Territories; and 

(3) develop, subject to any requirements of safety or military security, 
in cooperation with the Governor (or his designee) of the State or Terri- 
tory in which the installation or facility is located, procedures under which 
designated fish and game or conservation officials of that State or Territory 
may, at such time and under such conditions as may be agreed upon, have full 
access to that installation or facility to effect measures for the management, 
conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

(b) Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a requirement pre- 
scribed by the Secretary of a military department under subsection (a) (1) or 
(2) of this section, which act or omission would be punishable if committed or 
omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Territory in which the installation 
or facility is located by the laws thereof in force at the time of such act or omis- 
sion, shall be guilty of a like offense and subject to a like punishment. 

(ec) This section does not modify any rights granted by treaty or otherwise to 
any Indian tribe or to the members thereof. 

Sec. 5. The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 
377), as amended, is hereby further amended by revising section 3 (d) to read 
as follows: 
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“(d) The term ‘property’ means any interest in property except (1) the public 
domain; lands reserved or dedicated for national forest or national park pur- 
poses ; minerals in lands or portions of lands withdrawn or reserved from the 
public domain which the Secretary of the Interior determines are suitable for 
disposition under the public land mining and mineral leasing laws; and lands 
withdrawn or reserved from the public domain except lands or portions of lands 
so withdrawn or reserved which the Secretary of the Interior, with the concur- 
rence of the Administrator, determines are not suitable for return to the public 
domain for disposition under the general public-land laws because such lands are 
substantially changed in character by improvements; (2) naval vessels of the 
following categories: Battleships, cruisers, aircraft carriers, destroyers, and sub- 
marines; and (3) records of the Federal Government.” 

Sec. 6. All withdrawals and reservations of public land for the use of any agency 
of the Department of Defense, heretofore or hereafter made by the United States, 
shall be deemed to be subject to the condition that all minerals in the lands so 
withdrawn or reserved are under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior 
and no disposition shall be made of minerals in such lands except under the 
applicable public land mining and mineral leasing laws: Provided, That nothing 
in this section shall apply to lands withdrawn or reserved specifically as naval 
petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal reserves. 





[H. R. 575, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide that public lands of the United States shall not be withdrawn or 
reserved for defense purposes except by Act of Congress 

ge it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, on and after the date of enactment of 
this Act, no public lands of the United States, including the Continental Shelf 
and Alaska, shall be (1) withdrawn from settlement, location, sale, or entry, 
in order that it may be used for defense purposes, or (2) reserved for such 
purposes, except by Act of Congress. 

Sec. 2. Public land of the United States withdrawn or reserved for use for 
defense purposes, which is released from withdrawal or reservation or declared 
surplus on or after the date of enactment of this Act shall, upon such release 
from withdrawal or reservation, revert to the same status as public land which 
it had on the day preceding the date of its withdrawal or reservation. 


[H. R. 608, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide that withdrawals or reservations of more than five thousand acres of 
public lands of the United States for certain purposes shall not become effective until 


approved by Act of Congress 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding any other provisions 
of law, except in time of war or national emergency declared by the President 
or the Congress, on and after the date of enactment of this Act, the provisions 
hereof shall apply to the withdrawal and reservation for, restriction of, and 
utilization by, the Department of Defense for defense purposes of the public lands 
of the United States, including public lands in the Territory of Alaska: Provided, 
That for the purpose of this Act, the term “public lands” shall be deemed to 
inelude, without limiting the meaning thereof, Federal lands and waters of 
the Outer Continental Shelf, as defined in section 2 of the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act (67 Stat. 462), and Federal lands and waters off the coast of the 
Territory of Alaska. 

Sec. 2. No publie land, water, or land and water area shall, except by Act of 
Congress, hereafter be (1) withdrawn from settlement, location, sale, or entry 
for the use of the Department of Defense for defense purposes or (2) reserved 
for such use if such withdrawal or reservation would result in the withdrawal 
or reservation of more than five thousand acres in the aggregate for any one 
defense project or facility of the Department of Defense since the date of enact- 
ment of this Act or since the last previous Act of Congress which withdrew or 
reserved public land, water, or land and water area for that project or facility, 
whichever is later. 
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Sec. 3. Any application hereafter filed for a withdrawal or reservation, the 
approval of which will, under section 2 of this Act require an Act of Congress, 
shall specify— 

(1) the name of the requesting agency and intended using agency ; 

(2) location of the area involved, to include a detailed description of the 
exterior boundaries and excepted areas, if any, within such proposed with- 
drawal or reservation ; 

(3) gross land and water acreage within the exterior boundaries of the 
requested withdrawal or reservation, and net public land, water, or public 
land and water acreage covered by the application ; 

(4) the purpose or purposes for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved, or, if the purpose or purposes are classified for national 
security reasons, a statement to that effect; 

(5) whether the proposed use will result in contamination of any or all of 
the requested withdrawal or reservation area, and if so, whether such con- 
tamination will be permanent or temporary ; 

(6) the period during which the proposed withdrawal or reservation will 
continue in effect ; 

(7) whether, and if so to what extent, the proposed use will affect con- 
tinuing full operation of the public land laws and Federal regulations re- 
lating to conservation, utilization, and development of mineral resources, 
timber and other material resources, grazing resources, fish and wildlife 
resources, water resources, and scenic, wilderness, and recreation and other 
values ; and 

(8) if effecting the purpose for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved will involve the use of water in any State lying wholly 
or in part west of the ninety-eighth meridian, whether, subject to existing 
rights under law, the intended using agency has acquired, or proposes to 
acquire, rights to the use thereof in conformity with State laws and pro- 
cedures relating to the control, appropriations, use, and distribution of 
water. 

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary of each military department, under regulations pre- 
scribed by him, and approved by the Secretary of Defense, shall, with respect to 
each military installation or facility under the jurisdiction of his department— 

(1) require that all hunting, trapping, and fishing at the installation or 
facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Terri- 
tory in which it is located; 

(2) require that licenses for hunting, trapping, or fishing be obtained from 
the State or Territory in which such installation or facility is located. With 
respect to members of the Armed Forces, such license will be required if 
such State or Territory authorizes the issuance of a license to a member of 
the Armed Forces on bona fide military duty for not less than thirty days 
at any installation or facility therein, without regard to residence require- 
ments, and upon terms no less favorable than those terms upon which such a 
license is issued to residents of such State or Territories; and 

(3) develop, subject to any requirements of safety or military security, 
in cooperation with the Governor (or his designee) of the State or Terri- 
tory in which the installation or facility is located, procedures under which 
designated fish and game or conservation officials of that State or Territory 
may, at such time and under such conditions as may be agreed upon, have 
full access to that installation or facility to effect measures for the manage- 
ment, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

(b) Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a requirement pre- 
scribed by the Secretary of a military department under subsection (a) (1) or 
(2) of this section, which act or omission would be punishable if committed or 
omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Territory in which the installation 
or facility is located by the laws thereof in force at the time of such act or 
omission, shall be guilty of a like offense and subject to a like punishment. 

(c) This section does not modify any rights granted by treaty or otherwise 
to any Indian tribe or to the members thereof. 

Sec. 5. The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (68 
Stat. 377), as amended, is hereby further amended by revising section 3 (d) to 
read as follows: 

“(d) The term ‘property’ means any interest in property except (1) the public 
domain; lands reserved or dedicated for national forest or national park pur- 
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poses; minerals in lands or portions or lands withdrawn or reserved from the 
public domain which the Secretary of the Interior determines are suitable for 
disposition under the public land mining and mineral leasing laws; and lands 
withdrawn or reserved from the public domain except lands or portions of lands 
so withdrawn or reserved which the Secretary of the Interior, with the concur- 
rence of the Administrator, determines are not suitable for return to the public 
domain for disposition under the general public-land laws because such lands 
are substantially changed in character by improvements; (2) naval vessels of 
the following categories: Battleships, cruisers, aircraft carriers, destroyers, and 
submarines; and (3) records of the Federal Government.” 

Sec. 6. All withdrawals and reservations of public land for the use of any 
agency of the Department of Defense, heretofore or hereafter made by the United 
States, shall be deemed to be subject to the condition that all minerals in the 
lands so withdrawn or reserved are under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
the Interior and no disposition shall be made of minerals in such lands except 
under the applicable public land mining and mineral leasing laws: Provided, 
That nothing in this section shall apply to lands withdrawn or reserved speci- 
fically as naval petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal reserves. 





[H. R. 931, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To provide that withdrawals or reservations of more than five thousand acres of 
public lands of the United States for certain purposes shall not become effective until 
approved by Act of Congress 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding any other provisions 
of law, on and after the date of enactment of this Act, the provisions hereof shall 
apply to the withdrawal, reservation, and utilization for defense purposes of 
the public lands of the United States, including public lands in the Territory 
of Alaska. 

Sec. 2. No public land, water, or land and water area exceeding in the aggre- 
gate five thousand acres shall hereafter be (1) withdrawn from settlement, 
location, sale, or entry, in order that it may be used for defense purposes, or 
(2) reserved for such purposes, except by Act of Congress. 

Sec. 3. Any application hereafter filed for withdrawal or reservation of any 
public land, water, or land and water area exceeding in the aggregate five 
thousand acres, which application is filed by or on behalf of any agency of the 
Department of Defense, shall specify— 

(1) the name of the requesting agency and intended using agency; 

(2) location of the area involved, to include a detailed description of 
the exterior boundaries and excepted areas, if any, within such proposed 
withdrawal or reservation ; 

(3) gross land and water acreage within the exterior boundaries of the 
requested withdrawal or reservation, and net land, water, or land and water 
acreage covered by the application ; 

(4) the purpose or purposes for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved ; 

(5) whether the proposed use will result in contamination of any or all 
of the requested withdrawal or reservation area, and if so, whether such 
contamination will be permanent or temporary ; 

(6) the period during which the proposed withdrawal or reservation 
will continue in effect; 

(7) whether, and if so to what extent, the proposed use will affect con- 
tinuing full operation of the public land laws and Federal regulations relat- 
ing to conservation, utilization, and development of mineral and material 
resources, timber resources, grazing resources, fish and wildlife resources, 

yater resources, and scenic, wilderness, and recreational values; and 

(8) if effecting the purpose for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved will involve the use of water in any State lying wholly 
or in part west of the ninety-eighth meridian, whether, subject to existing 
rights under law, the intended using agency has acquired, or proposes to 
acquire, rights to the use thereof in conformity with State laws and pro- 
cedures relating to the control, appropriation, use, and distribution of water. 
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Sec. 4. The head of each military department or agency owning or controlling 
any military installation or facility, whether created in whole or in part through 
withdrawal or reservation of public domain lands, shall hereafter— 

(1) require that all hunting, trapping, and fishing on such lands shall be 
in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Territory in which 
located ; 

(2) require that licenses for hunting, trapping, or fishing thereon be 
obtained from the State or Territory in which such lands are located, in the 
same manner and to the same extent (unless waived by the laws of such 
State or Territory) as would be required if such lands were subject to the 
exclusive jurisdiction in which located ; 

(3) in cooperation with the Governor of the State or Territory (or the 
head of an agency designated by him) in which such lands are located, 
prescribe such regulations and penalties as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of this section; and 

(4) in cooperation with the Governor of the State or Territory (or the 
head of an agency designated by him) in which such lands are located, 
develop procedures whereby designated State or Territorial fish and game 
representatives will, during such periods and under such conditions as may 
be mutually agreed upon, have full access to and over such lands for the 
purpose of effecting measures for the management, conservation, and 
harvesting of fish and game resources : 

Provided, That the provisions of this section shall not be construed as altering 
or impairing any rights granted by treaty or otherwise to any Indian tribe or 
members thereof. 

Sec. 5. The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63 
Stat. 377), as amended, is hereby further amended by revising section 3 (d) to 
read as follows: 

“(d) The term ‘property’ means any interest in property except (1) the public 
domain; lands reserved or dedicated for national forest or national park pur- 
purposes ; and lands or portions of lands withdrawn or reserved from the public 
domain by any agency of the Department of Defense which the Secretary of the 
Interior, with the concurrence of the Administrator, determines are suitable 
for return to the public domain for disposition under the general public-land 
laws because such lands are not substantially changed in character by improve- 
ments; and (2) naval vessels of the following categories: Battleships, cruisers, 
aircraft carriers, destroyers, and submarines.” 

Sec. 6. All withdrawals and reservations of public land for the use of any 
agency of the Department of Defense, heretofore or hereafter made by the 
United States, shall be deemed made without prejudice to valid rights to the 
beneficial use of water originating in or flowing across such lands, theretofore 
or thereafter initiated under the laws of the States in which such lands are 
situated. 


[H. R. 1148, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide that withdrawals or reservations of more than five thousand acres of 
public lands of the United States for certain purposes shall not become effective until 
approved by Act of Congress 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding any other provisions 

of law, except in time of war or national emergency declared by the President 
or the Congress, on and after the date of enactment of this Act, the provisions 
hereof shall apply to the withdrawal and reservation for, restriction of, and 
utilization by, the Department of Defense for defense purpoxes of the public 
lands of the United States, including public lands in the Territory of Alaska: 

Provided, That for the purposes of this Act, the term “public lands” shall be 

deemed to include, without limiting the meaning thereof, Federal lands and 

waters of the Outer Continental Shelf, as defined in section 2 of the Outer Con- 
tinental Shelf Lands Act (67 Stat. 462), and Federal lands and waters off the 
eoast of the Territory of Alaska. 

Src. 2. No public land, water, or land and water area shall, except by Act of 
Congress, hereafter be (1) withdrawn from settlement, location, sale, or entry 
for the use of the Department of Defense for defense purposes or (2) reserved 
for such use if such withdrawal or reservation would result in the withdrawal 
or reservation of more than five thousand acres in the aggregate for any one 
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defense project or facility of the Department of Defense since the date of enact- 
ment of this Act or since the last previous Act of Congress which withdrew or 
reserved public land, water, or land and water area for that. project or facility, 
whichever is later. ‘ 

Sec. 8. Any application hereafter filed for a withdrawal or reservation, the 
approval of which will, under section 2 of this Act, require an Act of Congress, 
shall specify— 

(1) the name of the requesting agency and intended using agency ; 

(2) location of the area involved, to inelude a detailed description of the 
exterior boundaries and excepted areas, if any, within such proposed with- 
drawal or reservation; 

(3) gross land and water acreage within the exterior boundaries of the 
requested withdrawal or reservation, and net public land, water, or public 
land and water acreage covered by the application ; 

(4) the purpose or purposes for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved, or, if the purpose or purposes are classified for national 
security reasons, a statement to that effect; 

(5) whether the proposed use will result in contamination of any or all 
of the requested withdrawal or reservation area, and if so, whether such 
contamination will be permanent or temporary ; 

(6) the period during which the proposed withdrawal or reservation will 
continue in effect; 

(7) whether, and if so to what extent, the proposed use will affect con- 
tinuing full operation of the public land laws and Federal regulations relat- 
ing to conservation, utilization, and development of mineral resources, 
timber and other material resources, grazing resources, fish and wildlife 
resources, water resources, and scenic, wilderness, and recreation and other 
values ; and 

(8) if effecting the purpose for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved will involve the use of Water in any State lying wholly 
or in part west of the ninety-eighth meridian, whether, subject to existing 
rights under law, the intended using agency has acquired, or proposes to 
acquire, rights to the use thereof in conformity with State laws and pro- 
cedures relating to the control, appropriations, use, and distribution of 
water. 

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary of each military department, under regulations pre- 
scribed by him, and approved by the Secretary of Defense, shall, with respect 
to each military installation or facility under the jurisdiction of his depart- 
ment— 

(1) require that all hunting, trapping, and fishing at the installation or 

facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Terri- 
tory in which it is located ; 
(2) require that licenses for hunting, trapping, or fishing be obtained from 
the State or Territory in which such installation or facility is located. With 
respect to members of the Armed Forces, such license will be required if 
such State or Territory authorizes the issuance of a license to a member 
of the Armed Forces on bona fide military duty for not less than thirty days 
at any installation or facility therein, without regard to residence require- 
ments, and upon terms no less favorable than those terms upon which 
such a license is issued to residents of such State or Territories; and 

(3) develop, subject to any requirements of safety or military security, in 
cooperation with the Governor (or his designee) of the State or Territory 
in which the installation or facility is located, procedures under which 
designated fish and game or conservation officials of that State or Territory 
may, at such time and under such conditions as may be agreed upon, have 
full access to that installation or facility to effect measures for the manage- 
ment, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

(b) Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a requirement 
prescribed by the Secretary of a military department under subsection (a) (1) 
or (2) of this section, which act or omission would be punishable if committed 
or omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Territory in which the in- 
stallation or facility is located by the laws thereof in foree at the time of such 
act or omission, shall be guilty of a like offense and subject to a like punishment. 

(c) This section does not modify any rights granted by treaty or otherwise 
to any Indian tribe or to the members thereof. 
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Sec. 5, The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63 
Stat. 377), as amended, is hereby further amended by revising section 3 (d) 
to read as follows: 

““(d) The term ‘property’ means any interest in property except (1) the public 
domain; lands reserved or dedicated for national forest or national park pur- 
poses; minerals in lands or portions of lands withdrawn or reserved from the 
public domain which the Secretary of the Interior determines are suitable for 
disposition under the public land mining and mineral leasing laws; and lands 
withdrawn or reserved from the public domain except lands or portions of 
lands so withdrawn or reserved which the Secretary of the Interior, with the 
concurrence of the Administrator, determines are not suitable for return to the 
public domain for disposition under the general public-land laws because 
such lands are substantially changed in character by improvements; (2) naval 
vessels of the following categories: Battleships, cruisers, aircraft carriers, de- 
stroyers, and submarines; and (3) records of the Federal Government.” 

Sec. 6. All withdrawals and reservations of public land for the use of any 
agency of the Department of Defense, heretofore or hereafter made by the 
United States, shall be deemed to be subject to the condition that all minerals 
in the lands so withdrawn or reserved are under the jurisdiction of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior and no disposition shall be made of minerals in such 
lands except under the applicable public land mining and mineral leasing laws: 
Provided, That nothing in this section shall apply to lands withdrawn or re- 
served specifically as naval petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal reserves. 





[H. R. 3403, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide that withdrawals or reservations of more than five thousand acres of 
public lands of the United States for certain purposes sha]l not become effective until 
approved by Act of Congress 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding any other provisions 

of law, except in time of war or national emergency declared by the President 
or the Congress, on and after the date of enactment of this Act, the provisions 
hereof shall apply to the withdrawal and reservation for, restriction of, and 
utilization by, the Department of Defense for defense purposes of the public 
lan’s of the United States, including public lands in the Territory of Alaska: 

Provided, That for the purposes of this Act, the term “public lands” shall be 

deemed to include, without limiting the meaning thereof, Federal lands and 

waters of the Outer Continental Shelf, as defined in section 2 of the Outer 

Continental Shelf Lands Act (67 Stat. 462), and Federal lands and waters off the 

coast of the Territory of Alaska. 

Sec. 2. No public land, water, or land and water area shall, except by Act of 

Jongress, hereafter be (1) withdrawn from settlement, location, sale, or entry 
for the use of the Department of Defense for defense purposes or (2) reserved 
for such use if such withdrawal or reservation would result in the withdrawal 
or reservation of more than five thousand acres in the aggregate for any one 
defense project or facility of the Department of Defense since the date of 
enactment of this Act or since the last previous Act of Congress which withdrew 
or reserved public land, water, or land and water area for that project or 
facility, whichever is later. 

Sec. 3. Any application hereafter filed for a withdrawal or reservation, the 
approval of which will, under section 2 of this Act, require an Act of Congress, 
shall specify— 

(1) the name of the requesting agency and intended using agency ; 

(2) location of the area involved, to include a detailed description of the 
exterior boundaries and except areas, if any, within such proposed with- 
drawal or reservation ; 

(3) gross land and water acreage within the exterior boundaries of the 
requested withdrawal or reservation, and net public land, water, or public 
land and water acreage covered by the application; 

(4) the purpose or purposes for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved, or if the purpose or purposes are classified for national 
security reasons, a statement to that effect; 

(5) whether the proposed use will result in contamination of any or all of 
the requested withdrawal or reservation area, and if so, whether such con- 
tamination will be permanent or temporary ; 
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(6) the period during which the proposed withdrawal or reservation will 
continue in effect ; 

(7) whether, and if so to what extent, the proposed use will affect con- 
tinuing full operation of the public land laws and Federal regulations relat- 
ing to conservation, utilization, and development of mineral resources, tim- 
ber and other material resources, grazing resources, fish and wildlife re- 
sources, water resources, and scenic, wilderness, and recreation and other 
values; and 

(8) if effecting the purpose for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved will involve the use of water in any State lying wholly 
or in part west of the ninety-eighth meridian, whether, subject to existing 
rights under law, the intended using agency has acquired, or proposes to 
acquire, rights to the use thereof in conformity with State laws and pro- 
cedures relating to the control, appropriations, use, and distribution of 
water. 

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary of each military department, under regulations 
prescribed by him, and approved by the Secretary of Defense, shall, with respect 
to each military installation or facility under the jurisdiction of his department— 

(1) require that all hunting, trapping, and fishing at the installation or 
facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Terri- 
tory in which it is located; 

(2) require that licenses for hunting, trapping, or fishing be obtained 
from the State or Territory in which such installation or facility is located. 
With respect to members of the Armed Forces, such license will be required 
if such State or Territory authorizes the issuance of a license to a member 
of the Armed Forces on bona fide military duty for not less than thirty days 
at any installation or facility therein, without regard to residence re- 
quirements, and upon terms no less favorable than those terms upon which 
a such a license is issued to residents of such State or Territories; and 

(3) develop, subject to any requirements of safety or military security, 
in cooperation with the Governor (or his designee) of the State or Territory 
in which the installation or facility is located, procedures under which 
designated fish and game or conservation officials of that State or Territory 
may, at such time and under such conditions as may be agreed upon, have 
full access to that installation or facility to effect measures for the manage- 
ment, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

(b) Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a requirement pre- 
scribed by the Secretary of a military department under subsection (a) (1) 
or (2 )of this section, which act or omission would be punishable if committed 
or omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Territory in which the in- 
stallation or facility is located by the laws thereof in force at the time of such 
act or omission, shall be guilty of a like offense and subject to a like punishment. 

(c) This section does not modify any rights granted by treaty or otherwise 
to any Indian tribe or to the members thereof. 

Sec. 5. The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63 
Stat. 377), as amended, is hereby further amended by revising section 3 (d) 
to read as follows: 

“(d) The term ‘property’ means any interest in property except (1) the 
public domain; lands reserved or dedicated for national forest or national park 
purposes ; minerals in lands or portions of lands withdrawn or reserved from the 
public domain which the Secretary of the Interior determines are suitable for 
disposition under the public land mining and mineral leasing laws; and lands 
withdrawn or reserved from the public domain except lands or portions of 
lands so withdrawn or reserved which the Secretary of the Interior, with the 
concurrence of the Administrator, determines are not suitable for return to the 
public domain for disposition under the general public-land laws because such 
lands are substantially changed in character by improvements; (2) naval vessels 
of the following categories: Battleships, cruisers, aircraft carriers, destroyers, 
and submarines; and (3) records of the Federal Government.” 

Sec. 6. All withdrawals and reservations of public land for the use of any 
agency of the Department of Defense, heretofore or hereafter made by the 
United States, shall be demed to be subject to the condition that all minerals 
in the lands so withdrawn or reserved are under the jurisdiction of the Secretary 
of the Interior and no disposition shall be made of minerals in such lands except 
under the applicable public land mining and mineral leasing laws: Provided, 
That nothing in this section shall apply to lands withdrawn or reserved spe- 
cifically as naval petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal reserves. 








10 MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 


{H. R. 3661, 85th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To provide that withdrawals or reservations of more than five thousand acres of 
public lands of the United States for certain purposes shall not become effective until 
approved by Act of Congress 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding any other provisions of 

law, except in time of war or national emergency declared by the President or 
the Congress, on and after the date of enactment of this Act, the provisions 
hereof shall apply to the withdrawal and reservation for, restriction of, and 
utilization by, the Department of Defense for defense purposes of the public lands 
of the United States, including public lands in the Territory of Alaska: Pro- 
vided, That for the purposes of this Act, the term “public lands” shall be deemed 
to include, without limiting the meaning thereof, Federal lands and waters of 
the Outer Continental Shelf, as defined in section 2 of the Outer Continental 

Shelf Lands Act (67 Stat. 462), and Federal lands and waters off the coast 

of the Territory of Alaska. 

Sec. 2. No public land, water, or land and water area shall, except by Act of 
Congress, hereafter be (1) withdrawn from settlement, location, sale, or entry 
for the use of the Department of Defense for defense purposes or (2) reserved 
for such use if such withdrawal or reservation would result in the withdrawal 
or reservation of more than five thousand acres in the aggregate for any one de- 
fense project or facility of the Department of Defense since the date of enact- 
ment of this Act or since the last previous Act of Congress which withdrew or 
reserved public land, water, or land and water area for that project or facility, 
whichever is later. 

Sec. 3. Any application hereafter filed for a withdrawal or reservation, the 
approval of which will, under section 2 of this Act, require an Act of Congress, 
shall specify— 

(1) the name of the requesting agency and intended using agency; 

(2) location of the area involved; to include a detailed description of 
the exterior boundaries and excepted areas, if any, within such proposed 
withdrawal or reservation; 

(3) gross land and water acreage within the exterior boundaries of the 
requested withdrawal or reservation, and net public land, water, or public 
land and water acreage covered by the application ; 

(4) the purpose or purposes for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved, or if the purpose or purposes are classified for national 
security reasons, a statement to that effect; 

(5) whether the proposed use will result in contamination of any or all 
of the requested withdrawal or reservation area, and if so, whether such 
contamination will be permanent or temporary; 

(6) the period during which the proposed withdrawal or reservation will 
continue in effect; 

(7) whther, and if so to what extent, the proposed use will affect con- 
tinuing full operation of the public land laws and Federal regulations relat- 
ing to conservation, utilization, and development of mineral resources, 
timber and other material resources, grazing resources, fish and wildlife 
resources, water resources, and scenic, wilderness, and recreation and other 
values; and 

(8) if effecting the purpose for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserve will involve the use of water in any State lying wholly 
or in part west of the ninety-eighth meridian, whether, subject to existing 
rights under law, the intended using agency has acquired, or proposes to 
acquire, rights to the use thereof in conformity with State laws and proce- 
dures relating to the control, appropriations, use, and distribution of water. 

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary of each military department, under regulations 
prescribed by him, and approved by the Secretary of Defense, shall, with respect 
to each military installation or facility under the jurisdiction of his department— 

(1) require that all hunting, trapping, and fishing at the installation or 
facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Ter- 
ritory in which it is located : 

(2) require that licenses for hunting, trapping, or fishing be obtained 
from the State or Territory in which such installation or facility is located ; 
and 

(3) develop, subject to any requirements of safety or military security, 
in cooperation with the Governor (or his designee) of the State or Territory 
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in which the installation or facility is located, procedures under which 
designated fish and game or conservation officials of that State or Territory 
may, at such time and under such conditions as may be agreed upon, have 
full access to that installation or facility to effect measures for the manage- 
ment, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

(b) Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a requirement 
prescribed by the Secretary of a military department under subsection (a) (1) 
or (2) of this section, which act or omission would be punishable if committed 
or omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Territory in which the installa- 
tion or facility is located by the laws thereof in force at the time of such act or 
omission, shall be guily of a like offense and subject to a like punishment. 


(c) This section does not modify any rights granted by treaty or otherwise to 
any Indian tribe or to the members thereof. 

Sec. 5. The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63 
Stat. 377), as amended, is hereby further amended by revising section 3 (d) to 
read as follows: 

“(d) The term ‘property’ means any interest in property except (1) the public 
domain; lands reserved or dedicated for national forest or national park pur- 
poses; minerals in lands or portions of lands withdrawn or reserved from the 
public domain which the Secretary of the Interior determines are suitable for 
disposition under the public land mining and mineral leasing laws; and lands 
withdrawn or reserved from the public domain except lands or portions of lands 
so withdrawn or reserved which the Secretary of the Interior, with the concur- 
rence of the Administrator, determines are not suitable for return to the public 
domain for disposition under the general public-land laws because such lands 
are substantially changed in character by improvements; (2) naval vessels of 
the following categories: Battleships, cruisers, aircraft carriers, destroyers, 
and submarines; and (3) records of the Federal Government.” 

Sec. 6. All withdrawals and reservations of public land for the use of any 
agency of the Department of Defense, heretofore or hereafter made by the United 
States, shall be deemed to be subject to the condition that all minerals in the 
lands so withdrawn or reserved are under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
the Interior and no disposition shall be made of minerals in such lands except 
under the applicable public land mining and mineral leasing laws: Provided, 
That nothing in this section shall apply to lands withdrawn or reserved specifi- 
cally as naval petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal reserves. 





{H. R. 3788, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide that withdrawals or reservations of more than five thousand acres of 
publie lands of the United States for certain purposes shall not become effective until 


approved by Act of Congress 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representaiives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding any other provisions 
of law, except in time of war or national emergency declared by the President 
or the Congress, on and after the date of enactment of this Act, the provisions 
hereof shall apply to the withdrawal and reservation for, restriction of, and 
utilization by, the Department of Defense for defense purposes of the public 
lands of the United States, including public lands in the Territory of Alaska: 
Provided, That for the purposes of this Act, the term “public lands” shall be 
deemed to include, without limiting the meaning thereof, Federal lands and 
waters of the Outer Continental Shelf, as defined in section 2 of the Outer Con- 
tinental Shelf Lands Act (67 Stat. 462), and Federal lands and waters off the 
coast of the Territory of Alaska. 

Sec. 2. No public land, water, or land and water area shall, except by Act of 
Congress, hereafter be (1) withdrawn from settlement, location, sale, or entry 
for the use of the Department of Defense for defense purposes or (2) reserved 
for such use if such withdrawal or reservation would result in the withdrawal 
or reservation of more than five thousand acres in the aggregate for any one 
defense project or facility of the Department of Defense since the date of enact- 
ment of this Act or since the last previous Act of Congress which withdrew or 


reserved public land, water, or land and water area for that project or facility, 
whichever is later. 
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Sec. 3. Any application hereafter filed for a withdrawal or reservation, the 
approval of which will, under section 2 of this Act, require an Act of Congress, 
shall specify— 

(1) the name of the requesting agency and intended using agency ; 

(2) location of the area involved, to include a detailed description of the 
exterior boundaries and excepted areas, if any, within such proposed with- 
drawal or reservation; 

(3) gross land and water acreage within the exterior boundaries of the 
requested withdrawal or reservation, and net public land, water, or public 
land and water acreage covered by the application ; 

(4) the purpose or purposes for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved, or if the purpose or purposes are classified for national 
security reasons, a statement to that effect; 

(5) whether the proposed use will result in contamination of any or all 
of the requested withdrawal or reservation area, and if so, whether such 
contamination will be permanent or temporary ; 

(6) the period during which the proposed withdrawal or reservation will 
continue in effect; 

(7) whether, and if so to what extent, the proposed use will affect con- 
tinuing full operation of the public land laws and Federal regulations relat- 
ing to conservation, utilization, and development of mineral resources, timber 
and other material resources, grazing resources, fish and wildlife resources, 
water resources, and scenic, wilderness, and recreation and other values; 
and 

(8) if effecting the purpose for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved will involve the use of water in any State lying wholly 
or in part west of the ninety-eighth meridian, whether, subject to existing 
rights under law, the intended using agency has acquired, or proposes to 
acquire, rights to the use thereof in conformity with State laws and pro- 
cedures relating to the control, appropriations, use, and distribution of 
water. 

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary of each military department, under regulations pre- 
seribed by him, and approved by the Secretary of Defense, shall, with respect to 
each military installation or facility under the jurisdiction of his department— 

(1) require that all hunting, trapping, and fishing at the installation or 
facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Terri- 
tory in which it is located: 

(2) require that licenses for hunting, trapping, or fishing be obtained 
from the State or Territory in which such installation or facility is loc ted. 
With respect to members of the Armed Forces, such license will be required 
if such State or Territory authorizes the issuance of a license to a member 
of the Armed Forces on bona fide military duty for not less than thirty 
days at any installation or facility therein, without regard to residence 
requirements, and upon terms no less favorable than those terms upon which 
such a license is issued to residents of such State or Territories: and 

(3) develop, subject to any requirements of safety or military security, 
in cooperation with the Governor (or his designee) of the State or Terri- 
tory in which the installations or facility is located, procedures under which 
designated fish and game or conservation officials of that State or Territory 
may, at such time and under such conditions as may be agreed upon, have 
full access to that installation or facility to effect measures for the man- 
agement, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

(b) Whoever is guilty of an act of omission which violates a requirement 
prescribed by the Secretary of a military department under subsection (a) (1) 
or (2) of this section, which act or omission would be punishable of committed 
or omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Territory in which the installa- 
tion or facility is located by the laws thereof in force at the time of such act or 
omission, shall be guilty of a like offense and subject to a like punishment. 

(c) This section does not modify any rights granted by treaty or otherwise 
to any Indian tribe or to the members thereof. 

Sec. 5. The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (638 
Stat. 377), as amended, is hereby further amended by revising section 3 (d) to 
read as follows: 

““(d) The term ‘property’ means any interest in property except (1) the public 
domain; lands reserved or dedicated for national forest or national park pur- 
poses; minerals in lands or portions of lands withdrawn or reserved from the 
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public domain which the Secretary of the Interior determines are suitable for 
disposition under the public land mining and mineral leasing laws; and lands 
withdrawn or reserved from the public domain except lands or portions of 
lands so withdrawn or reserved which the Secretary of the Interior, with the 
concurrence of the Administrator, determines are not suitable for return tu the 
public domain for disposition under the general public-land laws because such 
lands are suvstantiaily changed in character by improvements; (2) naval vessels 
of the following categories: Battleships, cruisers, aircraft carriers, destroyers, 
and submarines; and (3) records of the Federal Government.” 

Sec. 6. All withdrawals and reservations of publie land for the use of any 
agency of the Department of Defense, heretofore or hereafter made by the 
United States, shall be deemed to be subject to the condition that all minerals 
in the lands so withdrawn or reserved are under the jurisdiction of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior and no disposition shall be made of minerals in such larids 
except under the applicable public land mining and mineral leasing laws: 
Provided, That nothing in this section shall apply to lands withdrawn or re- 
served specifically as naval petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal reserves. 





[H. R. 3799, 85th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To provide that withdrawals or reservations of more than five thousand acres of 
pub.ie lands of the United States for certain purposes shall not become effective until 
approved by Act of Congress 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, except in time of war or national emergency deciared by the Wresideut or 
the Congress, on and after the date of enactment of this Act, the provisious hereof 
shall apply to the withdrawal and reservation for, restriction of, and utilization 
by, the Vepartment of Vefense for defense purposes of the pubic tands of tue 

United States, including public lands in the ‘1erritory of Aiasxa: Provided, 'Vhat 

for the purposes of this Act, the term “public lands” shall ve deemed to inciuae, 

without limiting the meaning thereof, federal lands and waters of the Outer 

Continental Shelf, as defiued in section 2 of the Outer Continental Sheit Lauds 

Act (67 Stat. 462), and Federal lands and waters off the coast of the Territory 

of Alaska. 

Sec. Z. No public land, water, or land and water area shall, except by Act of 
Congress, hereafter be (1) withdrawn from settlement, location, sale, or eutry 
for the use of the Department of Defense for defeuse purposes or (2) reserved 
for such use if such withdrawal or reservation woud result in the withurawal 
or reservation of more than five thousand acres in the aggregate for any one 
defense project or facility of the Department of Defense since the date of enact- 
ment of this Act or since the last previous Act of Congress with withdrew or 
reserved public land, water, or land and water area for that project or tacility, 
whichever is later. 

Sec. 3. Any application hereafter fied for a withdrawal or reservation, the 
upproval of which will, under section 2 of this Act, require an Act of Congress, 
shall specify— 

(1) the name of the requesting agency and intended using agency ; 

(2) location of the area involved, to include a detailed description of the 
exterior boundaries and except areas, if any, within such proposed with- 
drawal or reservation ; 

(3) gross land and water acreage within exterior boundaries of the 
requested withdrawal or reservation, and net public land, water, or public 
land and water acreage covered by the application ; 

(4) the purpose or purposes for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved, or if the purpose or purposes are classified for national 
security reasons, a statement to that effect; 

(5) whether the proposed use will result in contamination of any or all 
of the requested withdrawal or reservation area, and if so, whether such 
contamination will be permanent or temporary ; 

(6) the period during which the proposed withdrawal or reservation will 
continue in effect ; 

(7) whether, and if so to what extent, the proposed use will affect con- 
tinuing full operation of the public land laws and Federal regulations relat- 
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ing to conservation, utilization, and development of mineral resources, timber 
and other material resources, grazing resources, fish and wildlife resources, 
water resources, and scenic, wilderness, and recreation and other values; 
and 

(8) if effecting the purpose for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved will involve the use of water in any State lying wholly 
or in part west of the ninety-eighth meridian, whether, subject to existing 
rights under law, the intended using agency has acquired, or proposes to 
acquire, rights to the use thereof in conformity with State laws and pro- 
cedures relating to the control, appropriations, use, and distribution of 
water. 

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary of each military department, under regulations 
prescribed by him, and approved by the Secretary of Defense, shall, with respect 
to each military installation or facility under the jurisdiction of his department— 

(1) require that all hunting, trapping, and fishing at the installation or 
facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Terri- 
tory in which it is located ; 

(2) require that licenses for hunting, trapping, or fishing be obtained 
from the State or Territory in which such installation or facility is located. 
With respect to members of the Armed Forces, such license will be required 
if such State or Territory authorizes the issuance of a license to a member 
of the Armed Forces on bona fide military duty for not less than thirty days 
at any installation or facility therein, without regard to residence require- 
ments, and upon terms no less favorable than those terms upon which such 
a license is issued to residents of such State or Territory ; and 

(3) develop, subject to any requirements of safety or military security, 
in cooperation with the Governor (or his designee) of the State or Territory 
in which the installation or facility is located, procedures under which desig- 
nated fish and game or conservation officials of that State or Territory may, 
at such time and under such conditions as may be agreed upon, have full 
access to that installation or facility to effect measures for the management, 
conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

(b) Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a requirement pre- 
seribed by the Secretary of a military department under subsection (a) (1) or 
(2) of this section, which act or omission would be punishable if committed or 
omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Territory in which the installa- 
tion or facility is located by the laws thereof in force at the time of such act or 
omission, shall be guilty of a like offense and subject to a like punishment. 

(ec) This section does not modify any rights granted by treaty or otherwise to 
any Indian tribe or to the members thereof. 

Sec. 5. The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63 
Stat. 377), as amended, is hereby further amended by revising section 3 (d) to 
read as follows: 

““(d) The term ‘property’ means any interest in property except (1) the public 
domain; lands reserved or dedicated for national forest or national park pur- 
poses; minerals in lands or portions of lands withdrawn or reserved from the 
publie demain which the Secretary of the Interior determines are suitable for 
disposition under the public land mining and mineral leasing laws; and lands 
withdrawn or reserved from the public domain except lands or portions of lands 
so withdrawn or reserved which the Secretary of the Interior, with the concur- 
rence of the Administrator, determines are not suitable for return to the public 
domain for disposition under the general public-land laws because such lands are 
substantially changed in character by improvements; (2) naval vessels of the 
following categories: Battleships, cruisers, aircraft carriers, destroyers, and 
submarines; and (3) records of the Federal Government.” 

Sec. 6. All withdrawals and reservations of public land for the use of any 
agency of the Department of Defense, heretofore or hereafter made by the 
United States, shall be deemed to be subject to the condition that all minerals 
in the lands so withdrawn or reserved are under the jurisdiction of the Secretary 
of the Interior and no disposition shall be made of minerals in such lands except 
under the applicable public land mining and mineral leasing laws: Provided, 
That nothing in this section shall apply to lands withdrawn or reserved specifi- 
cally as naval petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal reserves. 
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(H. R. 3860, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide that withdrawals or reservations of more than five thousand acres of 
public lands of the United States for certain purposes shall not become effective until 
approved by Act of Congress 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding any other provisions 

of law, except in time of war or national emergency declared by the President 
or the Congress, on and after the date of enactment of this Act, the provisions 
hereof shall apply to the withdrawal and reservation for, restriction of, and 
utilization by, the Department of Defense for defense purposes of the public 
lands of the United States, including public lands in the Territory of Alaska: 

Provided, That for the purposes of this Act, the term “public lands” shall be 

deemed to include, without limiting the meaning thereof, Federal lands and 

waters of the Outer Continental Shelf. as defined in section 2 of the Outer 

Continental Shelf Lands Act (67 Stat. 462), and Federal lands and waters off 

the coast of the Territory of Alaska. 

Src. 2. No public land, water, or land and water area shall, except by Act 
of Congress, hereafter be (1) withdrawn from settlement, location, sale, or 
entry for the use of the Department of Defense for defense purposes or (2) 
reserved for such use if such withdrawal or reservation would result in the 
withdrawal or reservation of more than five thousand acres in the aggregate for 
any one defense project or facility of the Department of Defense since the date 
of enactment of this Act or since the last previous Act of Congress which with- 
drew or reserved public land, water, or land and water area or that project or 
facility, whichever is later. 

Sec. 3. Any application hereafter filed for a withdrawal or reservation, the 
approval of which will, under section 2 of this Act, require an Act of Congress, 
shall specify— 

(1) the name of the requesting agency and intended using agency; 

(2) location of the area involved, to include a detailed description of the 
exterior boundaries and excepted areas, if any, within such proposed with- 
drawal or reservation; 

(3) gross land and water acreage within the exterior boundaries of the 
requested withdrawal or reservation, and net public land, water, or public 
land and water acreage covered by the application ; 

(4) the purpose or purposes for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved, or if the purpose or purposes are classified for national 
security reasons, a statement to that effect; 

(5) whether the proposed use will result in contamination of any or all 
of the requested withdrawal or reservation area, and if so, whether such 
contamination will be permanent or temporary; 

(6) the period during which the proposed withdrawal or reservation will 
continue in effect; 

(7) whether, and if so to what extent, the proposed use will affect con- 
tinuing full operation of the public land laws and Federal regulations 
relating to conservation, utilization, and development of mineral resources, 
timber and other material resources, grazing resources, fish and wildlife 
resources, water resources, and scenic, wilderness, and recreation and other 
values; and 

(8) if effecting the purpose for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn or reserved will involve the use of water in any State lying wholly 
or in part west of the ninety-eighth meridian, whether, subject to existing 
rights under law, the intended using agency has acquired, or proposes to 
acquire, rights to the use thereof in conformity with State laws and pro- 
cedures relating to the control, appropriations, use, and distribution of water. 

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary of each military department, under regulations 
prescribed by him, and approved by the Secretary of Defense, shall, with respect 
to each military installation or facility under the jurisdiction of his department— 

(1) require that all hunting, trapping, and fishing at the installation or 
facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Terri- 
tory in which it is located; 

(2) require that licenses for hunting, trapping, or fishing be obtained 
from the State of Territory in which such installation or facility is located. 
With respect to members of the Armed Forces, such license will be required 
if such State or Territory authorizes the issuance of a license to a member 
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of the Armed Forces on bona fide military duty for not less than thirty days 
at any installation or facility therein, without regard to residence require- 
ments, and upon terms no less favorable than those terms upon which such 
a license is issued to residents of such State or Territories ; and 

(3) develop, subject to any requirements of safety or military security, in 
eooperation with the Governor (or his designee) of the State or Territory 
in which the installation or facility is located, procedures under which 
designated fish and game or conservation officials of that State or Territory 
may, at such time and under such conditions as may be agreed upon, have 
full access to that installation or facility to effect measures for the manage- 
ment, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

(b) Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a requirement 
prescribed by the Secretary of a military department under subsection (a) (1) 
or (2) of this section, which act or omission would be punishable if committed 
or omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Territory in which the installa- 
tion or facility is located by the laws thereof in force at the time of such act 
or omission, shall be guilty of a like offense and subject to a like punishment. 

(c) This section does not modify any rights granted by treaty or otherwise 
to any Indian tribe or to the members thereof. 

Sec. 5. The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (638 
Stat. 377), as amended, is hereby further amended by revising section 3 (d) to 
read as follows: 

“(d) The term ‘property’ means any interest in property except (1) the 
public domain; lands reserved or dedicated for national forest or national park 
purposes ; minerals in lands or portions of lands withdrawn or reserved from the 
public domain which the Secretary of the Interior determines are suitable for 
disposition under the public land mining and mineral leasing laws; and lands 
withdrawn or reserved from the public domain except lands or portions of lands 
so withdrawn or reserved which the Secretary of the Interior, with the concur- 
rence of the Administrator, determines are not suitable for return to the public 
domain for disposition under the general public-land laws because such lands 
are substantially changed in character by improvements; (2) naval vessels of 
the following categories: Battleships, cruisers, aircraft carriers, destroyers, and 
submarines; and (3) records of the Federal Government.” 

Sec. 6. All withdrawals and reservations of public land for the use of any 
agency of the Department of Defense, heretofore or hereafter made by the 
United States, shall be deemed to be subject to the condition that all minerals 
in the lands so withdrawn or reserved are under the jurisdiction of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior and no disposition shall be made of minerals in such lands 
except under the applicable public land mining and mineral leasing laws: Pro 
vided, That nothing in this section shall anply to lands withdrawn or reserved 
specifically as naval petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal reserves. 


The CrHarmman.,. Under date of December 21, 1956, the Chair wrote 
to Mr. Clarence J. Rhode, the executive officer of the Alaska Game 
Commission, with respect to this legislation and suggested that if he 
was going to be in Washington during this period that his testimony 
might be valuable to the committee in its abdedeai consideration of 
this legislation. 

This testimony or this part of the hearing will be included and made 
a part of the record with reference to the hearing on that legislation. 

Mr. Rhode responded under date of December 28, 1956, and stated 
that he would be glad to present such information as he had with 
respect to this subject matter while in Washington. He is here in 
Washington today, and he is leaving tomorrow, which explains his 
appearance before the full committee today in order to obviate for 
him the necessity and the inconvenience of coming back. 

Mr. Rhode, we shall be glad to hear from you at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF CLARENCE RHODE, EXECUTIVE OFFICER, ALASKA 
GAME COMMISSION 


Mr. Ruopr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. You may be seated, if you wish. 

Mr. Ruope. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First, 1 want to say I consider this a privilege to be able to appear 
here. I have w atched the progress of this bill ‘and we have been very 
interested in it in Alaska. 

I have been a resident of Alaska for 22 years, and I have during 
that period of time gone through the fact of the necessary military 
involvement that we have been through in Alaska. There is a sub- 
stantial military establishment there. 

After the reading of the testimony in the hearings that you con- 
ducted, I notice that your situation here has been much more aggra- 
vated than ours. I believe I can advise the committee that we have 
not had the difficulty there that is evident in some of the stateside 
installations. We do, however, have, and we have had, our troubles 
occasionally. Up until about 10 years ago they were quite involved. I 
do not think the committee wants to dig ‘back into the archives for that. 
However, I can say that in the last 10 years we have had good rela- 
tions with the militar y generally. 

Mr. Dawson. Mr. Chairman, it might be helpful if Mr. Rhode 
would give us his background and experience, 

The CHarrman. Mr. Dawson asked about your background, Mr. 
Rhode. 

How long have you ben the executive officer of the Alaska game 
commission 4 

Mr. Ruope. I have been executive officer for about 8 years. I have 
two positions, actually. I am administrator of wildlife for Alaska— 
for the Fish and Wildlife Service—and I have also the title of exec- 
utive officer and membership on the Alaska game commission. It is a 
dual setup and probably a little different than any State would have. 

However, we do constitute the State game department for Alaska 
even though we are a Federal agency. 

[ have been with the Geologic “al Sur vey and with the Fish and Wild- 
life Service for more than 20 years. T was an enforcement agent at 
‘airbanks, Alaska, when the war started. I have also been st: ationed 
at Juneau, Ketchikan, and Anchorage. So, I am quite well acquainted 
with Alaska, and have traveled extensively during those particular 
years. 

The Cratrman. Your jurisdiction, then, roughly, parallels the 
jurisdiction of fish and wildlife officials here in the St: ites, and also 
that of a member of a State fish and game commission 

Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir; it parallels that, sir. Actually, the game 
commission—the Federal Government—is responsible for the man- 
agement of wildlife and they set up this game commission of local] 
people in Alaska. Most of its members have been there for 40 years. 
Then, I serve as a fifth member in the Fish and Wildlife Service 
through my office. That is how the enforcement of regulations and 
the management works, and the research that goes into the manage- 
ment of the wildlife. It is a little difficult to understand that at first 
beeause most nearly I would be compared to a State game director in 
this area. 
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Is that enough background information, sir? 

Mr. Dawson. That is sufficient. 

The Cuarrman. Would you care to say how many military estab- 
lishments and military reservations there are in Alaska? 

Mr. Ruopr. I do not believe that I could give you that figure, but 
after this testimony is made or submitted, I would like to submit a 
written statement in which I can cover anything of that nature. 

It would take a little bit of digging because they have radar sites 
and small reservations, and then they have some very large ones. Of 
course, I am familiar with the large ones but, offhand, ‘I could not 
name for you the number of small ones because they are quite sub- 
stantial throughout the Territory. 

That is, the Navy has holdings, the Army has holdings, and the 
Air Force has holdings. 

These reservations have an impact on the management of wildlife, 
and quite substantial a one, for the reason that when they are with- 
drawn from the public domain, g' generally, the military excludes the 
public from entering the area and in such a case we had our first 
experience with a large area just out of Fairbanks. It involved a 
bombing range which was also a very excellent hunting and trapping 
area. 

We left the regulations as they were when this area was withdrawn, 
and that meant that the hunting and fishing and trapping was still 
allowed in the area. However, the military found it necessary to 
restrict it so that the public could not enter it. 

The next situation we found was that the military hunted and fished 
in the area but the public could not. So, to correct that situation we 
closed it, and created it as a “closed area.’ 

There has never been any quarrel with the military and our Service 
over jurisdiction in Alaska. They concede that we have jurisdiction 
over all of the area, including withdrawn lands. In that case, we 
pose a problem because we cannot adequately utilize it ourselves. Yet, 
it is a comparatively large area, and it can be substantial in nature 
from the standpoint of overbrowsing of the range which is more seri- 
ous, actually, than overcropping of the game, “which causes a more 
lasting serious damage and we have not exactly faced that situation 
yet, but I can see that we may. 

We cannot figure a way to open this area and, therefore, we cannot 
utilize a local species such as moose since they do not move far. It is 
not particularly a problem with caribou because they go through these 
areas and then are available again, but moose and other resident 
species of that nature live within that area especially when you have 
areas of 2 or 3 million acres in size. 

Mr. Mriuer. Then do I understand they run short of feed ? 

Mr. Ruope. They will, sir, if they overbrowse it. The first indica- 
tion is of overbrowsing, and then we have the question of the health 
of the animals. In addition, they can damage it very seriously, and 
it may taken 10 or 15 years for a range to recuperate. 

Once there has been serious overbrowsing we try to keep that in 
balance by liberalizing regulations and Seats a greater killing. 


However, sometimes we are not successful, but that is the tool we use. 

Mr. Muer. Do I understand you have complete control of all lands 
whether territorial or military lands, as far as game and fish and fowl 
are concerned ? 
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Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir, except for the National Parks and Monu- 
ments. There are 2 or 3 of those in Alaska, and the Park Service has 
jurisdiction there. 

Mr. Mitxirr. Then, the problem which you are presenting to this 
committee is one of too many animals on the military reservations 
which cause an overgrazing problem / 

Mr. Rxoper. I would say that we do not have a serious situation yet 
but I am looking ahead a little ways, and it could very easily develop. 

Mr. Miniter. What would be the remedy ? 

Mr. Ruopr. The remedy would be to allow the utilization of that 
game, or to allow the public to go onto these areas to hunt. 

Mr. Miniter. What would prevent you from liberalizing it! 

Mr. Rope. We could liberalize all right, except under the present 
situation only the military can hunt in there. I have a deuce of a 
time trying to explain that to the rest of the public. 

The militar y has found it necessary to exclude use of oe area except 
by the military. I cannot quarrel with them, because I do not know 
enough about their job, but that is the situation. 

Mr. Minter. There are limits, then, as to your control over the ter- 
ritory? In other words, they control civilians going in there and 
hunting, and that is forbidden ? 

Mr. Ruope. That is right. In that respect, though, we still have 
jurisdiction over the wildlife. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Their order is that those civilians come within their 
jurisdiction; it that right? In other words, they close the area to 
civilians whether they are hunters or not? 

Mr. Ruopr. That is true. It has nothing to do with hunting, but 
that is the result. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The military is allowed to be on and use it for 
hunting purposes ? 

Mr. Ruope. That is the effect which is accomplished by closing the 
area. 

Mr. Asprnauu. There is not any difficulty of understanding the two 
situations. In other words, they close the civilians out entirely from 
recreation or anything else # 

Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Asprnati. When they wished to, they were using it for recrea- 
tion or for hunting, as they saw fit. That is the way it was; was it 
not? 

Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir. 

Dr. Mriier. With one exception: Under your direction you have 
charge as to when it is an open territory or not, is that right? They do 
not go in and kill the moose out of open season ; do they ? 

Mr. Ruope. That is right; they do not. 

Mr. Asprnaty. That is what I was getting to. 

Mr. Pirii0on. But there is a dispute, is there not, about your right 
to permit civilians to hunt on the military reservations there? Is not 
there a dispute between you people and the military ? 

Mr. Ruope. I would say there is. It is an area that we have tried 
to figure out, but we have not been able to do it. It is not exactly a 
dispute. We would like to see the place open during hunting season, 
and allow the public to use it. Then we would keep it open and try 
to manage it as we do other lands. 
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Mr. Asprnatu. You said that the defense forces found it necessary 
to exclude civilians. I just wondered about the word “necessary.” 
Maybe the word “convenient” should have been used. 

Mr. Ruope. All I know is that they did exclude the public. Those 
are their words, I believe; “that it was necessary.” I could not quar- 
rel with it because on some of these areas, especially the bombing 
ranges, the military is very supercautious and apprehensive that they 
do not hurt somebody. We have noticed in our dealings with them 
when we have tried to get them to reduce the size of an area they were 
asking for that they are prone to ask for a large perimeter around the 
actual Jand they need in order to be sure that no one in there is injured 
in the process of their operations. 

If a gun will shoot 2 miles, they would like to have 3 miles set aside 
to be sure that that odd one does not do it. I suppose that is a natural 
thing, but it does create a larger area than we would like to see created 
in some instances. 

The Cuamman. There is no way, I take it, Mr. Rhode, for the fish 
and wildlife people—for the Territorial fish and game agency—to 
exercise any surveillance over the amount of area closed to civilians 
by the military because the facts on which the closure is made are ex- 
clusively within the knowledge of the military people and, therefore, 
you do not know whether they close too much area or too little area to 
civilians ? 

Mr. Ruope. No, sir; I could not say that. They determine that 
themselves. 

The Cuarrman. Is the area closed to all hunting? 

Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir; we close the area generally—any large area, at 
last—we close it to all hunting, trapping, and fishing, and use their 
boundaries just so we will not have a situation where the military can 
have a private hunting reserve. It is not because we do not have 
enough game there, but the people in Alaska are quite strong on that 
point. In other words, if they cannot hunt there, they do not think 
the military should. 

The CHarrman. The military has cooperated on that kind of an 
arrangement ? 

Mr. Ruope. Yes. There has been no argument but what we had 
the authority to regulate it, and to close it. In 1 or 2 instances they 
have allowed the public under certain restricted conditions on a small 
area. Iam thinking of one such area in the vicinity of Anchorage at 
Fort Richardson. They have a situation there where they do allow 
afew. I donot know how they determine it, but you go to the provost 
marshal and he will allow you, with certain reservations, to hunt in 
the area. So we left that area open, and both civilians and military 
can hunt it. 

Mostly the civilians who hunt will happen to be civilian employees, 
because a lot of them live on the base, in fact; but it is opened. When 
they do make it open, we leave the season open, provided there are 
enough animals to harvest. 

Mr. Dawson. Have you closed all areas which are exclusively under 
control of the military ? 

Mr. Ruope. No, sir; we have closed the large areas and where they 
have not allowed people to come in. In one instance they did allow— 
we had an agreement with them that during the fall season from late 
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August through September they will allow people to hunt there, and we 
left that open. 

Where we can do that I think it is a much better solution. However, 
we are concerned now because they are asking for a tremendous area 
just west of Cook Inlet which is excellent game country, and, pre- 
sumably, the request that was published, at least, on it would ask for 
complete security, and the people could not enter the area. We 
have not explored with them recently whether we could make some 
arrangement for people to make some use of the area. 

Mr. Dawson. You made reference to a “tremendous area.” Would 
you give us the approximate acreage which is involved in that ? 

Mr. Ruopr. About 3 million acres, which takes in an area as big 
as some States, | imagine. 

Mr. Dawson. Yes. 

Mr. Ruope. I do not know the size of these States on the eastern 
coast, but I know it is a large area, and I am not quite familiar with 
the exact acreage. 

The Cuairman. What are the major game species up there? 

Mr. Ruope. Moose in that area is a primary one, and we also have 
sheep, caribou, brown and grizzly bear, and black bear. We have no 
goats in that particular area. 

The Cuairman. But you do have the mountain sheep? 

Mr. Rruopr. Yes; we have the white mountain sheep in that area. 

The Cuairman. Are these species there in large numbers? 

Mr. Ruopr. The sheep are not in large numbers, although they are 
on the increase in that area. Moose are in very substantial numbers, 
and caribou are, in that particular area, not so plentiful as some of 
the other districts. Probably in that area there would be in the 
neighborhood of 8,000 caribou, at least. 

Now, as I mentioned a while ago, the caribou do move around and 
possibly would come out of the area so that they would be available 
to some hunting pressure, but the other species stay there. 

The one thing that worries us is that we do not know how long this 
might be. W hen they withdraw an area, and then use it as an impact 
area or when there is a possibility of a dud being there, we have to 
look ahead maybe for 50 years, because they are afraid to open it up 
even after the need for it has passed for fear that people will be 
injured. 

That has been the history of some of these areas. I cannot quarrel 
with it, but it is a fact we have to face. That is why we are trying 
to get them to agree to a smaller area whenever we can, because we 
feel that it may be taken out for our lifetime. 

Mr. Dawson. I might relieve the gentleman’s concern over the 
length of time that they would hold this area, because I think from 
past experience in the States we have learned that they have never 
yet released any land they have ever taken, and probably will have 
it as long as they want to hold it. That has been our experience, and 
I assume you might have the same experience in Alaska. 

Mr. Ruope. They have released some acreage there, but generally 
when they me ter have found it was not satisfactory and they will 
take a larger area somewhere else. However, it would not be a particu- 
lar problem of that sort if they did not have this impact on the possi- 
bility of people entering the area and being hurt by a bomb exploding. 
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1 think it is probably quite narrow, but I think they feel that that 
gamble is too great to take, and I might think the same thing, also, if 
I were in their shoes. However, it has the effect that you cannot even 
pick berries or fish or trap there, or make any use of the land, if it 
gets contaminated, so to speak, in that manner. 

The CHarrMan. What about migratory waterfowl and birds? 
What do you have up there in that respect ? iz 

Mr. Rope. You mean in this proposed area 

The Cuarrman. I mean in Alaska generally. 

Mr. Ruope. Mr. Chairman, I am sure we produce the bulk of the 
waterfowl on the west coast flightway, and quite a large segment 
of the birds in each of the other flightways. 

Our banding records show that our migratory birds to the east 
coast come in hte numbers. On the west coast of Alaska, we have 
the most productive nesting area on the North American Continent. 
We have Canada geese, pintails, swans, little brown cranes, and nearly 
all varieties of ducks and geese. The emperor geese largely stay in 
Alaska the year around. They winter in the Aleutians. The rest of 
the birds come south, either down the west coast flightway or down 
the eastern part of the United States. 

The Cuairman. You have hunting seasons on all waterfowl and 
birds and these animals which you have mentioned; do you not? 

Mr. Ruope. Not on cranes or swans, but on the same species that 
are found often in California on the west coast flightwayv, and the 
season is open on them in Alaska. 

The CuatrMan. What are vour protected birds, now ? 

Mr. Ruope. Our swans are one specie of bird, and, of course, most 
of the shore birds are protected such as the little snipe-type birds. 
However, the Wilson’s snipe have an open season on them. Our 
cranes are protected, and we protect the swans and probably will 
have to protect them for quite a while because of the trumpeters that 
are in there to quite a large extent. 

I believe I forgot to mention snow geese. We have great numbers 
of snow geese in the fall but we have so far not found a large nesting 
area. We are not sure where they come from. The others nest there. 

We have an open season, of course, on all the big game such as 
deer, moose, caribou, bear, sheep, and goats. We have Alaska divided 
into management districts so that we juggle the season when we need 
to create greater hunting pressure here and there, and where we have 
more animals than we want on that particular range, and protect them 
here where they are down in numbers. 

The CHarrman. What are your protected animals? 

Mr. Ruope. Offhand, I cannot think of one that is protected uni- 
versally in Alaska, but there are areas where they are. 

The CHatrman. What about polar bear, fur seals and walruses? 

Mr. Ruope. The walrus is a protected animal except that the native 
Eskimos are allowed to kill them for use as food and clothing, and 
are allowed to sell the ivory that is taken from them. They kill quite 
a substantial number, but white hunters cannot kill them. 

The polar bear is open to hunting. We have a problem with that, 
too. It is not for this committee, but we find the habitat of both the 
polar bear and walrus is largely more than 3 miles offshore and our 
present law actually does not cover beyond the 3-mile limit. There- 
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fore, we need an amendment to both of those to give some better pro- 
tection. 

The other animals or residents—the sea otter—in the Aleutian 
Islands felt the impact of the military there. It was not through any 
fault of the military. but they had to move to Amchitka, our largest 
numbers of sea otter and the ensuing activity there did not do the sea 
otter any good. However, of course, they could not help that, and 
that is living in the past. 

They have moved out of there, and we are tr ying to build them up 
to the numbers which would support some harvest. However, they 
are a very local animal and are reluctant to swim long distances. We 
ure trying to restore them and move them to the islands where they 
are best suited. 

Mr. Barrierr. Mr. Rhode, you said white men could not kill 
walrus. Under a law which was enacted last year, which came out of 
this committee, they will be able to do that as soon as the regulations 
ure issued by the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Ruopr. That is right. I was giving the situation up until now. 
There is a proposal to allow a very limited take of bull walrus by the 
white man, and I think it is a good way to utilize them because it 

carries with it the requirements that the meat and the hide be fur- 
nished to the local natives. So, it will bring a lot more cash into that 
area, and the natives will participate and get more value from that, 
plus having the walrus than they would from the i ivory. 

Mr. Barrierr. Do you know how those regulations are coming 
along? 


Mr. Ruope. We have proposed some to the Department, but we 
have not heard any more about it. 

Mr. Bartuietrr. A few minutes ago you said you did not know how 
many installations there were involv ed but would check further for 
information on that, and submit it in your written statement. 

Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bart err. Do you have any idea as to how many acres are 
involved? I note that before this, and in 1955, a witness from the 
Department of Defense speaking for the Army and Air Force, said 
there then was withdrawn something on the order of 2.25 million acres. 

Would you say it was larger or smaller now, or is that, again, the 
point which you want to cheek ? 

Mr. Ruope. I do not know. I believe it is a little larger than that. 
If you consider the Navy oil reserve in the Arctic, I am sure it would 
be much larger. 

Mr. Apport. I believe, Mr. Chairman, the gross figure in the testi- 
mony given by Colonel Ferrara when the committee had hearings in 
Alaska in December 1955, was a total of 6,809,000 acres under use per- 
mit or withdrawn by the Air Force and Army, and of that there had 
been relinguished to the Department of the Interior something slightly 
in excess of 3 million acres. 

One of the complaints of the military was that they were being 
blamed for a 6-million gross acreage withdrawal when, in fact, less 
than 1 percent of the amount relinquished and been restored. 

The witness is correct, of course, with reference to the Petroleum 
Reserve No. 4. The Navy Petroleum Reserve No. 4 involves approxi- 
mately 25 million acres which is above the Arctic Cirele, but which was 
withdrawn exclusively for conservation of oil and petroleum resources. 
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Mr. Bartterr. Mr. Rhode, in connection with that naval with- 
drawal, Public Land Order 82, in general is hunting prohibited there 
by the military? 

Mr. Ruope. No; it is not, but there are very few people in that 
area. So, the hunting is not substantial. 

Mr. Bartrerr. How many caribou would you estimate are in 
Alaska now ? 

Mr. Ruope. I am sure we have probably between 300,000 and 
400,000. 

Mr. Bartierr. How does that compare with a quarter of a century 
ago? 

Mr. Ruope. It is much less than we had at that time, but there is a 
substantial increase in the last 10 years. We had our low in the 
forties for reasons that were not positively understood. We be- 
lieve it was related to the predatory animals and the increase in wolves 
at that time. We are making a good deal of progress on that score, 
however. 

For the last 6 years we have had an increase in caribou births and 
we can tell about such increase by the number of the calf crop, and 
the size of the calf crop. 

Mr. Barttetr. With respect to these principal species, bear and 
mountain sheep, are you gaining ground or losing ground, or holding 
your own? I think the committee might be interested in that. 

Mr. Ruope. With regard to the mountain sheep, we have far less 
sheep than we had 15 years ago, but again we do not know the reason 
for that decline. It is now increasing slowly and the situation has 
improved in the last 10 years. 

We have lost some ground with the heavy species such as the 
grizzly bear and the brown bear. That is our problem area right 
now. We have lost ground on those two species. They are unique 
because they are not found otherwise in the United States except in 
rare numbers. 

Mr. Bartrietr. Has there been a serious loss of ground there? 

Mr. Ruope. Well, we are down in numbers according to the reports 
of our range people in the most isolated spots, and one reason for 
that is that not only military but oil explorations and operations of 
other Government agencies have gone into areas where they previously 
did not go, and where the bear had a natural protection. 

We have had an increase in the fishing fleet along the coast, and 
fishermen are notoriously waging war on bears for the alleged reason 
that they are competitors forthe salmon. A] those things have had an 
impact and the bear, of course, takes so long to grow up and become a 
trophy animal, perhaps, 20 or 25 years, that he is subject to being shot. 
Within that period it is pretty hard for him to get that old any more. 

Mr. Bartierr. How about deer? 

Mr. Ruopr. Deer are largely governed by the severity of the win- 
ters. They are mostly found on the coast. We have a high level of 
deer right now. However, if we happen to get a severe winter, we 
will lose them. There is not any way to avoid it. We liberalize our 
regulations, however, when we have lots of deer. 

Mr. Weaver. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

The CuarrmMan. Just one moment. 

The Chair would like to announce that the Territorial Governors, 
Mr. Lowe, Governor of Guam; Mr. Coleman, Governor of Samoa: 
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and Mr. Nucker, High Commissioner of the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific, will be here in the committee room at 11: 30, and will be intro- 
duced to the committee. 

The Chair states that for the information of the members. 

Mr. Weaver. Mr. Rhode, could you tell me about the game and 
hunting conditions in those areas that have been released by the 
Army and Air Force now? 

Mr. Ruoper. I think they are quite good, because of the fact the 
regulations of the military governing the areas prevented the utiliza- 
tion of the resources pretty much and, so, there were lots of animals 
there. 

Mr. Weaver. You mentioned also the situation from the stand- 
point of safety and the impact areas. Has that situation hurt you 
materially ¢ 

Mr. Ruope. It has not yet, but we do have areas they use for that, 
and I am wondering if they ever will release those areas. I think it 
is a serious question, because it might be 30 or 50 years before they 
will feel it is safe to go in there. That is what worries us. Maybe 
they cannot help that, ‘but that is the situation we are trying to figure 
an answer to. 

The Cuarrman. I believe Mr. Ullman has a question, if you are 
through, Mr. Weaver 

Mr. Weaver. Yes, sir; I am through, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Uttman. How does hunting and fishing rank as an industry in 
Alaska ? 

Mr. Ruope. It ranks next to the commercial fisheries, and it is in- 
creasing quite rapidly. It is an industry now that approximates $30 
million a year, based on the expenditures for hunting and fishing. 
That is one system of arriving at it, but there are sever: ral other ways 
you can arrive at it. 

We have a dual economy in Alaska: In the outlying places the 
native population, both white and Indian, depend to a large extent on 
wildlife resources to live. 

In other parts of Alaska where civilization, so to speak, has arrived, 
it is a recreational pursuit. It poses a problem in figuring the value 
but, certainly, it is one of the chief values of Alaska, and will be the 
basis of many tours which are on the increase, and which we think is 
probably going to be our largest industry someday. 

Mr. Utiman. Most of these hunters come in from the outside or 
from the States? 

Mr. Rnopre. Most of them are local but, certainly, a lot do come in 
every year. 

Mr. Burns. You referred to the military going along with your 
closing orders on game within their areas. Do you have any means 
of ascertaining whether that is enforced by the military or whether 
that is an agreement ? 

Mr. Ruopr. It has been pretty well observed in our experience they 
clo not deny us access to the area and we frequently go into those 
areas. You will have to understand that almost everyone in Alaska 
flies, and there are so many airplanes there that we have a pretty good 
surveillance over most of the area, and the general public would be 
very fast to report any sign of hunting activity in a military area 

Mr. Utuwan. Do you know whether or not there are many erizzly 
and brown bear on this military area ? 
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Mr. Ruope. Not very many. In the Fairbanks area, the largest 
one and the one that is closed, there are a few in there, but it is not 
particularly a good place for them. 

We do have a problem, Mr. Chairman, and I am sorry we will have 
a problem, but in reading this bill it has one section in it whieh I did 
not understand, and which could cause us a lot of difficulty. 

The Crarrman. I want to ask you about that, Mr. Rhode. I assume 
you have examined this legislation ¢ 

Mr. Ruopr. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. Would you comment on the provisions of it as they 
affect Alaska, because Alaska is involved ? 

Mr. Ruope. I think most of them are excellent. I would just make 
the general statement that I think it is a fine idea that the military, as 
well as our Service, or anyone, gives good and sufficient reasons for a 
withdrawal and I think that you have provided for that here. I think 
that is an improvement. 

[ have particular reference to page 4, section 2, with reference to the 
requirement on licenses. I am not even sure I understand that. 

It says with respect to members of the Armed Forces: 

Such license will be required if such State or Territory authorizes the issuance 
of a license to a member of the Armed Forces on bona fide military duty for not 
less than 30 days. 

Now, in Alaska the military has never demanded any greater privi- 
lege than the civilian population which requires 1 year to become a 
resident. We certainly would have an almost impossible enforcement 
problem if this would have the effect of giving the military a 30-day 

residence on a military installation and then not requiring 1 year when 
they were off the reservation. 

Most of these reservations are not restricted. There is no fence. 
It will be a pretty bad situation. Furthermore, it will be frowned 
upon very strongly by the Alaskan public if a special privilege were 
granted. They think the military should have the same rights, but 
no greater. 

The Cuarrman. As I read the sentence, it is permissive. In other 
words, such licenses would be required if such State or Territory 
authorizes the issuance of a license to personnel on bona fide military 
duty for not less than 30 days which would be the minimum. 

There is not anything in the bill as written which would supersede 
local law if it required a longer period of residence to secure a residence 
license. 

If I am not correct about that, I would like to have the counsel 
to comment on it. 

Mr. Asporr. Mr. Chairman, I think the basic question involved here 
is one raised by the laws which are actually applicable on Federal 
reservations. 

The Assimilated Crimes Act of 1948, June 25, 1948, cited in volume 
62, Statutes at Large, page 683, is the basic Federal law covering the 
application of State and Territorial law on Federal reservations or 
public lands. 

Generally, the effect of that is to create a situation where you have 
three types of areas: You have areas of exclusive Federal jurisdiction. 
That is, State officials have no enforcement authority, and some hunt- 
ing and fishing licenses are not required. That is generally true. It is 
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true probably of 95 percent of the lands withdrawn from the public 
domain, including those in Alaska for military purposes. 

You have areas where there is concurrent Federal-State jurisdiction 
where the State may require the possession of a license and State laws 
may be enforced by officials both of the State and Federal Government. 

Finally, where neither exclusively Federal nor concurrent Federal- 
State jurisdiction applies the State fish and game laws will govern 
and State and local officials would normally be afforded every oppor- 
tunity to enforce the fish and game laws and regulations, except that 
in the case of the military, current sec urity regulations would take 
precedence over the local laws. 

In Alaska, if I understand the testimony of Mr. Rhode this morn- 
ing, notwithstanding the right of the United States—that is, this 
right of exclusive jurisdiction—the military through its regulations 
in Alaska has either had areas open to the public and militar y or closed 
to the public and military based upon military requirements. They 
have never opened or closed the season. They have only excluded 
or allowed people to come into the area. They have never had any- 
thing to do with the setting of the seasons or bag limits or anything 
like that. 

The CuairMan. The situation in Alaska is different with respect 
to hunting and fishing regulations than the situation in the States; 
is that correct? You have the Alaskan game laws; do you not? 

Mr. Ruope. Yes; which is a Federal Act. 

The Cuarman. Mr. Abbott, do you have some questions which you 
would like to ask ? 

Mr. Assorr. Yes, sir. 

Does the Territory have any authority with respect to hunting and 
fishing regulations, and laws? 

Mr. Ruope. No; they do not. 

Mr. Apgorr. Does the Alaska game law fix license fees ? 

Mr. Ruopr. Yes, sir; it does. 

Mr. Assorr. And what are those fees ? 

Mr. Ruope. The fee for a resident hunting license is $2; a resident 
trapping license is $3; a guide license is $10, and a nonresident big- 
game license is $50, and a nonresident fishing license is $2.50. A non- 
resident small- -game license is $10, and that entitles the holder to kill 
migratory birds such as grouse, rabbits, and small game, or every- 
thing except big game. 

We class “big game” from deer on up. 

Mr. Assorr. How do you define “resident”? Who qualifies for a 
resident license in Alaska ? 

Mr. Ruopr. You must have resided in Alaska for a period of 1 year. 

Mr. Apporr. As you read H. R. 12185, the bill passed by the House 
last year, and its successor in this Congress, H. R. 627, you under- 
stand that the intent is to make applicable—and it is a question of 
applicability of the laws—in the Territory of Alaska within military 


reservations the laws of the Territory of Alaska and in this case they 
are Federal laws. 


Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asszort. Within those reservations only if there is a special 
provision for military personnel qualifying for resident licenses if 
they are on bona fide military duty for 30 days. 


88986—57——3 





a8 MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 


Mr. Ruope. That is the way I read this, and I personally disagree 
with that. I think that would complicate our problem very much. 

Mr. Ansorr. Mr. Rhode, how many licenses are issued in a given 
year in Alaska? 

Do you have figures on that? Are they issued on a calendar or fiscal 
year basis? 

Mr. Ruopr. They are issued on a fiscal year basis, and generally the 
figure is in the neighborhood of between 60,000 and 70,000. 

“Mr. Ansorr. That includes both resident and nonresident licenses? 

Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Assorr. How many of those 60,000 to 70,000, then, are resident 
licenses ? 

Mr. Ruope. Probably 45,000. 

Mr. Assorr. About four-sevenths or five-sevenths of your license 
total ? 

Mr. Ruope. That is right. 

Mr. Ansorr. Do you have any figures to indicate how many resident 
licenses are issued to military personnel as distinguished from the 
civilian personnel ? 

Mr. Ruope. It is hard for us to determine that. I made an effort 
to determine that after your letter. We believe it runs between 40 
percent and 45 percent military. 

Mr. Asporr. Of the resident licenses. 

Mr. Ruope. That is right. 

Mr. Arsorr. How about nonresident licenses ? 

Mr. Ruope. I would imagine a much higher percentage of the non- 
resident. I do not have that figure, but I would think it would be 
probably, maybe, 75 percent military and then add another 10 percent, 
at least, for construction workers. I may not have that figure right. 

Mr. Ansorr. Are military contract workers or defense department 
contract workers generally treated as military personnel for purposes 
of hunting and fishing within reservations, to your knowledge, or 
are they brestad as the public at large is treated ? 

Mr. Ruopr. By us they are treated as the public at large. We do 
not male any distinction between a contract worker on a military 
job and the man who works in a grocery store. 

Mr. Anrort. I believe you said earlier that you had a high degree 
of cooperation with the military ? 

Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anrorr. Would it be your assumption that they are treated the 
same by the military? 

Mr. Ruope. I believe so. I can qualify that right here. I have a 
wire. I sent my office a wire and asked them to give me a copy of a 
rule that is being put out—a military order that is now in the process 
of being issued in Alaska—which tightens up the resident license re- 
quirement even tighter than our law, : ‘and it s: vys in here that it pertains 
not only to the military but civilian employees of the military. 

I guess they could not figure out any rules for contract workers 
because they are civilians and not under the jurisdiction of the mili- 
tary 

Mr. Ansorr. With respect to your license issuance, then, what you 
are saying is that presently a person under a military employment 
contract or a person in uniform—that is, military personnel or non- 
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military personnel—coming into Alaska are all required to have 1- 
year residence before they drop from the $50 license down to the $2 or 
$3 license ? 

Mr. Ruope. That is right. 

Mr. Asporr. And under this bill as it is now drawn, rather than a 
1-year requirement with respect to military personnel it would be 30 
days bona fide military duty ? 

Mr. Ruopre. Yes, sir; and that is the thing that alarms me because 
any 1,000 persons in the military exert a much greater hunting pres- 
sure than any 1,000 civilians. 

Mr. Apgsorr. Why is that, Mr. Rhode? 

Mr. Ruope. Well, for one thing, they are generally young people 
of the age that would get out and they have the opportunity to get 
out because they have military vehicles and they take them out to the 
game fields and many of them are single. Of course, that is the recre- 
ation which they seek immediately. 

The CuHarrman. Let us get back to this language: The assumption 
is being made that this bill does permit or require the issuance of a 
license on a 30-day tour of duty. We should not presuppose that the 
interpretation is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

The CHarrman. Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. With reference to that language and in view of the hear- 
ings which were rather extensive last year, it was not intended at that 
time as I recall--and I am directing this question to you if you will 
permit, Mr. Chairman—that this was to place a limitation upon the 
States or Territories to require that they comply with the 30-day 
license but, rather, a protection for the area or a Territory or State 
against what we call so-called “weekend soldiers” or the people that 
went on temporary duty for 3 days. As I recall at the time we even 
discussed that figure of 30 days, we discussed also setting it at 90 days 
or 6 months. 

Is that correct, Mr. Abbott ? 

Mr. Asporr. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. This was not intended to bind upon the State or the 
Territory the requirement that a license should be issued if they were 
assigned for a minimum of 30 days, but rather to make it impossible 
for them to receive a license for a less period of time. 

Mr. Ruope. Well, perhaps, this is necessary here. I can see how a 
great problem would exist, but it says “if such State or Territory 
authorizes the issuance of a license.” 

Then, they have to have a license. Otherwise, I would interpret 
that to mean that unless the State or Territory gives them a 30-day 
resident license, they do not have to have anything. It could be 
interpreted that way. n 7 

Mr. Miuuer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Miter. How many $50 nonresident licenses do you issue during 
a year? ’ 

Mr. Ruopr. Not so very many. It is about in the neighborhood of 
500 or 600, but you see, the reason we do not is because coupled with 
that $50 license is the requirement that they employ a guide. That 
is largely in the law to protect our wildlife against the large influx 
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ewan into Alaska. Sometimes there are as many as 50,000 or 
000. 

Mr. Miter. Of the 50,000 or 60,000 licenses issued, about 1 percent 
would come under the nonresident provision of a $50 license, and so 
forth; is that right? 

Mr. Ruope. That is correct. The others just do not buy the license 
because they. cannot comply with the guide requirement. 

The Cuatrman. I understand you said that the Territory does issue 
the license. 

Mr. Ruope. No, sir; the Federal Government issues the license, in 
Alaska. They are the same type as the States issue, though. 

The Cuairman. I got the impression, although maybe I misunder- 
stood you, that the Fish and Game Commission of the Territory 
of Alaska issued licenses. 

Mr. Ruope. Well, there is no Territorial game commission. The 
Game Commission is Federal, too. 

The Cuarrman. What is your function, then, as executive secretary 
or executive officer of the Alaska Game Commission? Is that a Fed- 
eral group ? 

Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. And the Territory has no such commission ? 

Mr. Ruope. That is right. Under the organic act the Territory 
was excluded from the field of wildlife management. 

The Cuarrman. What concerns you about this language is that 
if it applies to the Territory of Alaska, inasmuch as the Territory 
itself does not issue a license, that a license would not be required; is 
that the point? 

Mr. Ruope. Under that wording it looks like it would make it in- 
cumbent upon us to give them a 30-day license or privilege on a 
military reservation or else we could not require a license. 

Mr. Assotr. That is indeed correct, if in fact “Territorial” law is 
involved. 

Mr. Ruope. I think that would be a very bad situation for us. 

Mr. Barrietrr. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the Counsel a question ? 

The CuatrMan. Surely. 

Mr. Bartuetr. As to that, I am wondering whether this language 
would apply to Alaska at all in view of the fact that it relates to State 
and Territorial law, none of which is in effect in Alaska. It is all 
Federal law. I wonder if you would not have to have additional 
language to cover the Alaska situation ? 

Mr. Ansorr. There are two different areas involved, and I think it 
is natural that they are confusing. One is the application of laws, 
and the other is the enforcement. 

The members of the committee will recall that the military ac- 
knowledged last year that in the main their directives required akon. 
ment as Federal law the local laws, even though technically that is 
not required within an area of exclusive jurisdiction. The concern 
has been that, in fact, the military is not enforcing any law in some 
areas or they are rather loosely enforcing laws. 

The legislation as developed in the 84th Congress would do two 
things: 

First, to make applicable the laws of the States and Territories in 
which military reservations are located as Federal laws the laws of 
those States. 
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Secondly, with respect to an established State conservation agency 
it would give a much greater degree of enforcement authority. It 
would require the military to enter into agreements to permit State 
enforcement agencies to come into those areas to assure enforcement. 

In the case of Alaska, I believe Mr. Rhode’s interpretation is entirely 
correct. 

The concern of some States like Nevada, Arizona, and New Mexico 
to a lesser extent, was that if where you have military personnel— 
the Air Force is frequently cited—coming i in on cycle training and 
they have 2 months or 3 months training and it is argued rather per- 
suasively on the face of our record that the military personnel are 
involuntarily in that area. If they happen to be there during the 
hunting season—and this is the point you made, Mr. Sisk—they could 
not be denied the privilege of hunting within that reservation so long 
as it was within the taking or bagging season limitations that applied 
outside the reservations. 

In other words, so long as they were not weekend, temporary duty 
military personnel. It was for that reason, after a great deal of dis- 
cussion, that 30 days was arrived at, and the law clearly would require 
again, excepting Alaska which now has only Federal law, as a condi- 
tion precedent to making applicable the laws of the States within 
military reservations State provisions giving special benefits to mili- 
tary personnel in matters of residence, 30 days as against 1 year in 
some areas, or 6 months in other areas. 

The concern, as I understand Mr. Rhode’s testimony, is that he 
pointed out that 1,000 military personnel create a greater hunting 
pressure than do 1,000 nonmilitary for the reasons he cited. 

As I understand your concern, Mr. Rhode, it is this: That literal 
application of this proposal would bring an imbalance in your present 
program—a very substantial imbalance—by reason of the fact that 
large numbers of military personnel now provide themselves with 
either small game licenses and fishing licenses and wait out their 1 year 
and then acquire a nonresidence license, or do not hunt or fish; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Ruope. That is precisely right, and further than that, we 
would have an almost impossible enforcement problem. 

The CHamman. It is obvious to me that we are going to have to 
reexamine this provision as it relates to the Territory of Alaska, and T 
would suggest to Mr. Burns that he give it some attention also as it 
would apply to Hawaii, and see that he is not in a similar situation. 

As I read the language, Mr. Rhode may have a point. But only if 
the governing law is “Territorial.” 

Is there any other provision of this bill which should be discussed ¢ 
Are there any other provisions of this bill that excited your concern ? 

Mr. Ruopr. No, sir. The rest of them I think are very fine. 

Mr. Txomson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one or two 
questions. 

The Cuamman. The gentleman from Wyoming, Mr. Thomson, is 
recognized. 

Mr. Tomson. Mr. Rhode, has the military contended that they 
have exclusive jurisdiction over the fish and game ? 

Mr. Ruove. No, sir. 

Mr. THomson. And that they are just agreeing with you to let you 
issue licenses ¢ 
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Mr. Ruope. No, sir. There has never been any argument so far as 
IT know but what we had exclusive jurisdiction over fish and game 
and they had only the right of entry. 

Mr. Tomson. I was interested in the comments of the counsel 
here. No doubt he is better informed than I am, but we have a similar 
problem in Wyoming. We have always been under the impression 
that we had jurisdiction over the fish and game. 

Mr: Ruope. Apparently you do not, though, in most of the States 
where there is a Federal reservation. The State laws do not apply. | 

Mr. Tuomson. But they have never contended that they had juris- 
diction over the fish and game. 

Let me get down to this and put it this way: 

Do they say that they are having military people comply with your 
regulations with regard to season, with regard to your take, and that 
sort of thing, merely as an agreement with you and as a matter of 
being nice, or do they think you have the right in your discussions 
that you have had with them to require licenses ? 

Mr. Ruopr. I am quite sure that they feel we have the right—at 
least, we have always thought we would have the very definite right 
and that it was not just an agreement. They have agreed, of course, 
to make it a military order just to back up our order and, of course, 
a man under that situation could be tried under military law for a 
violation. 

Mr. THomson. On the justification for closing these areas, as I 
understand it they have closed all of the areas to civilian hunting 
except for these one or two instances where they allowed hunting by 
special permit? 

Mr. Ruope. That is right; they have not really closed it to hunting, 
but they closed it to entry. 

Mr. THomson. To everything? 

Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Tomson. Have you discussed with them the prospect of let- 
ting people go on there to hunt ? 

Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir; we have, and on one or two areas they have 
agreed, but on the largest area they will not agree to have hunters 
in there. 

Mr. Tuomson. Is that denial of agreement to let hunters go in 
without regard to whether it is a dangerous area from the standpoint 
of a bombing range or artillery range, or anything else? 

Mr. Ruopr. They feel it would be dangerous to Jet people go in 
there. 

Mr. Tuomson. Regardless of the use that the military is putting 
the reservation to? 

Do you have any instances of reservations that are created merely 
for testing purposes, and maneuver areas, and that sort of thing, 
where there is no live ammunition fired on it, and no bombing, and 
where they still have refused to discuss with you making that terri- 
tory open for hunting ? 

Mr. Ruope. I am not sure that there are any areas like that. There 
possibly are small ones. ‘hey have security areas that I do not know 
the reason for the security where they will not allow you. There 
have been only one or two instances where we have been able to get 
them to agree to allow hunters in there. 

Mr. Tuomson. It has been an arbitrary—not arbitrary, but just an 
overall blanket placed on all of these areas except these one or two, 
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perhaps, and they will not allow civilian personnel in there at any 
time ¢ 

Mr. Ruope. That is right. 

Mr. Tuomson. With the effect of closing it to hunters? 

Mr. Ruope. In small areas that is not a big problem, but in this 
proposed 3 million acre one, I assume by the request they would ex- 
clude people from that, and that is substantial. 

Mr. Tuomson. Thank you. 

Mr. Dawson. Mr. Rhode, by whom were you appointed ? 

Mr. Ruope. By the Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Dawson. In other words, you were appointed by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior? 

Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dawson. You have no direction from the Territory of Alaska? 

Mr. Ruope. No; except that the Commission is composed of old- 
time Alaskans, and they are responsible for making the regulations. 
They need approval in here, but that is just a perfunctory ‘matter. 

Mr. Dawson. But you are appointed and are a paid Interior De- 
partment employee, and receive your compensation from the Depart- 
ment of the Interior? 

Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir. 

‘Mr. Dawson. And you issue the licenses ? 

Mr. Reope. We do the licensing; yes, sir. 

Mr. Dawson. What becomes of the revenues that you receive from 
these licenses ? 

Mr. Ruope. That is a rather sad story. They go into the Federal 
Treasury—half of them—and half of them go into the Territorial 
treasury, and none of them are made available for wildlife manage- 
ment. Asa result, I keep considering mend as a State ee and 
sometimes I have more in common W ith the States than I do with the 
rest of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Dawson. Does not a percentage of this money go back to 
the Territory ? 

Mr. Ruope. At the present it does not. Well, half the proceeds 
now go into our general treasury, but none are made available for wild- 
life management operations as they are in the States, and as a result 
of that we are not allowed to participate except in a minor way in the 
Federal Aid Act because the 48 States say “practice what you preach. 
You are diverting your license money.” 

The sportsmen in Alaska are very anxious to hi ave the fees raised 
and provide the money to be used for wildlife work. We have been 
certainly underfinanced, and that would be one w ay a doing it until 
we can correct the inequity that we are diverting the money and we 
cannot apply for and receive the benefits under the Federal Aid Act. 

We are prese ntly hopeful of getting legislation to change that in 
order to get it on a better footing and the kind of footing it will be on 
when Alaska isa State. 

There will] be a smooth transition then, and the switchover to State 
employees can be made without the disruption that is so damaging to 
any program of this type. 

The Cuarrmman. Gentlemen, we are going to have to suspend in 
order to go to further business. 

Mr. Rhode, will you, in connection with your associates in Alaska— 
the Fish and Wildlife people—draft us some language—suggested 
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language, with reference to section 4 as it applies to the Territory of 
Alaska ? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes, sir; I would be very happy to. I am quite con- 
cerned about that provision. 

The Cuarrman. We will be glad to straighten it out. We think it 
can be straightened out without too much difficulty. 

Is there anyone else who has a question ? 

Mr. Collier has not said a word, and we are hurrying along. Mr. 
Collier, do you have a question ? 

Mr. Cottier. Could you give me an approximate figure as to what 
you figure the gross proc -eeds to be from licenses issued, both for game 
and fish, in Alaska ? 

Mr. Ruopr. Yes, sir. It is about $165,000 a year at present. Of 
course, if we could use that money for wildlife work, it would be most 
helpful. We did intend to raise the fees. Our fees are ridiculously 
low by comparison with the States. Of course, we offer a much 
greater variety than any of the States. The sportsmen and people 
who buy our licenses are ready and anxious to pay a higher fee, and we 
think, perhaps, $300,000 could be raised if we raised the fees. We 
would not raise the nonresidents fees, but the resident fees would be 
raised. 

Mr. Couirer. That is all. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CrHatrman. Isthere anything further? 

Mr. Azssotr. Mr. Chairman, would it be in order to ask that the 
witness submit a copy of the Alaska game law, a copy of the regula- 
tions, if he can secure them from the commander of the Alaska De- 
fense Command, which are either being developed or have just recently 
been issued, and also statistical information which I believe you have 
developed to show the ratio of licenses—military and nonmilitary as 
nearly as you can estimate it, together with the figures you have, I 
believe, on violations which will, ‘perhaps, support your earlier state- 
ment relating to the possible impact of the 30-day provision ? 

Do you understand that request ? 

Mr. Ruope. Yes, sir; Ido. I will be very happy to furnish that. 

Mr. Dawson. Is that for the record, or for the files? 

The CuatrmMan. Without objection, Mr. Rhode will be asked to 
furnish the material and then we will examine it to see how voluminous 
it is, and if it is not too voluminous, we will make it a part of the 
record. 

(CommatTer Nore.—Mr. Rhode’s letter of February 5, 1957, is set 
forth below, together with regulations issued by the delnmander of the 
Alaska Defense Command. The Alaska game law has been made a 
part of the committee files. ) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
FIsH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATOR, 


ALASKA WILDLIFE RESOURCES, 
Juneau, Alaska, February 5, 1957. 


CLATR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D. C. 


DeEaR Mr. ENGLE: As requested by you during my recent appearance before 
your committee, I am furnishing herewith desired information pertaining to the 
impact of the military on wildlife management in Alaska. 











MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 35 


Since the Territory of Alaska does not issue hunting licenses, we believe the 
wording in section 4 of the act should use the term “appropriate licensing author- 
ity.” Certainly we hope the final draft will not set up special privileges on or 
off military reservations as such would pose a difficult problem for us. Follow- 
ing is our suggested wording: 

On page 4, starting with line 17: stopping page 5, end of line 2, “(2) require 
that licenses for hunting, trapping, or fishing be obtained,.from the appropriate 
licensing authority having jurisdiction in the State or Territory where such 
installation or facility is located. With respect to members of the Armed Forces, 
except in Alaska, such licenses will be required if such licensing authority of the 
State or Territory provides for the issuance of a license to a inember of the Armed 
Forces on bona fide military duty for not less than 30 days at any installation or 
facility therein, without regard to residence requirements, and upon terms no less 
favorable than those terms upon which such a license is issued to residents of each 
State or Territory. The issuance of licenses to members of the Armed Forces 
in Alaska shall be in accordance with the provisions of the Alaska game law; 
ang.* 4" 

The Alaska game law, act of January 13, 1925, as amended, is the basic law 
under which the United States Fish and Wildlife Service regulates and manages 
the sports fisheries and wildlife of Alaska. Among other items this law requires 
a person to be a bona fide resident of Alaska for a period of 12 months in order 
to acquire a resident hunting or fishing license. This requirement has been in 
effect since passage of the original act and applies equally to all persons. To 
the best of our knowledge no one in the military at the Alaska level has ever asked 
for a special provision for the military to grant residence on less time than is 
required of civilians. They are now in process of putting out a military order 
spelling out the 1 year requirement and arbitrarily stating no one in the military 
can retain residence status in Alaska unless he continues to be officially stationed 
here. A copy of this proposed order is attached. 

The military in Alaska has also issued orders prohibiting the use of military 
rifles for hunting and prohibiting use of military vehicles for off highway hunting. 
To our knowledge the first of these is occasionally violated and the second is more 
frequently violated. We do not have power to enforce it, of course. 

We have an informal agreement with the military that they will not establish 
a recreational hunting or fishing camp without our concurrence to prevent over 
exploitation of resources in local areas. This has worked reasonably well. 
Again, it is a concession on their part since no law compels such action. Gen- 
erally, we jointly attempt to prevent serious conflicts between military and 
civilian hunters and fishermen. 

Fach year the military provides from 6 to 12 men to assist enforcement of 
the game and fish regulations. They admit the military has caused us a problem, 
primarily because of our very limited means, and they accept some responsibility 
to help with it. These men are generally furnished with military vehicles and 
are granted authority by us to enforce the Alaska game law. During the heavy 
fall hunting season these men are usually assigned to work under supervision 
of our regular agents. Theoretically they apply enforcement to members of 
the armed services but actually they assist with cases involving civilians as well. 
In the field it is almost impossible to distinguish military personnel from civilians 
except by personal questioning. 

Each military establishment has a designated conservation officer and one is 
attached to the office of commander in chief, Alaska. The individual conservation 
officers at field installations have not been as active or effective as we had hoped. 

As stated before your committee, it is our experience a greater hunting and 
fishing pressure is exerted by military personnel than by an equal number of 
civilians. This is not meant in a derogatory sense but is simply a fact we must 
consider in overall management. A nonresident fishing license, good for 1 year, 
is sold for $2.50. Nonresident small game licenses, including fishing, sell for 
$10. We are confident these licenses are well within the reach of all military 
or civilian nonresidents. It is only in the big game field that we are concerned 
and this is our reason for wanting to keep the present 1-year license require- 
ments. Alaska generally has more nonresidents than moose or sheep. When 
military installations are placed in outlying spots there is usually a conflict 
with the local residents who depend on wildlife for a living. The 1-year residence 
requirement minimizes this situation with regard to our big game. 

It is difficult for us to get a firm figure on licenses sold to military personnel 
as they are often not identified as such. We estimate 40 to 45 percent of all 
licenses are sold to them. About 60,000 licenses are sold each year, Native 








36 MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 


Indians and Eskimos are not required to have one. Approximately 30 percent 
of convictions for game law violations involve military personnel. This may 
not have a direct relationship to violations which are not detected but it does 
indicate the conservation program conducted by the military is of benefit. 

We are attaching a copy of our current game regulations and again wish to 
express appreciation for being allowed to present testimony to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) CLARENCE J. RHopE, 
Wildlife Administrator. 


HEADQUARTERS ALASKAN COMMAND, 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF StTaFF, J—1, 
APO 942, Seattle, Wash., November 9, 1956. 
Mr. CLARENCE RHODE, 
Wildlife Administrator, 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Juneau, Alaska. 

Dear Mr. RHopE: Existing Alaskan Command regulations direct military 
installation comanders to make suitable arrangements for the on-station sale 
and issuance of hunting and fishing licenses and stamps to military personnel, 
civilian employees, and dependents of both groups. Our regulations also require 
such persons to purchase the appropriate licenses as required by law and to 
familiarize themselves with applicable provisions of the Alaska game laws and 
regulations prior to hunting or fishing in the Territory. 

As you well know, the length of time military personnel reside in Alaska is 
controlled by military orders, whereas nonmilitary persons generally enter and 
leave the Territory at their own discretion. Because our personnel lack this 
freedom of choice, we are presently contemplating a modification of regulations 
which would provide guidance as to their eligibility for resident licenses, pro- 
vided you concur therein. It is believed that publication of such information 
would be particularly helpful to new arrivals; furthermore it would help 
eliminate inadvertent abuse of the residence requirements by those previously 
stationed in Alaska. 

The following guidance has been developed by the staff after careful con- 
sideration of the game laws and their legislative history and bears the approval 
of our legal advisers. 

“Military personnel, civilian employees of the military service, and dependents 
of both groups will abide by the following criteria when obtaining fishing or 
hunting licenses : 

“1. Newly arrived personnel must be assigned to a station in Alaska for the 
12-month period immediately preceding the application in order to qualify for 
a resident license. This period begins on the date of actual arrival in the 
Territory ; not the date of departure from the United States. 

“2. Personnel departing Alaska for a permanent change of station may con- 
tinue using currently valid resident licenses (if they should return to Alaska) 
until the expiration date. They are not authorized to obtain a succeeding resi- 
dent license, either by mail or while temporarily visiting Alaska. Upon return 
to Alaska on a permanent change of station, such individuals must reestablish 
their right to resident privileges by completion of the 12-month period. 

“3. Accumulated periods of temporary residence in Alaska do not qualify an 
individual for resident privileges. 

“4. Temporary absence from Alaska does not affect an individual’s resident 
privileges.” 

Your comments on the proposed publication are solicited. 

Sincerely, 
(Signed) H. D. Smira, Jr., 
Colonel, USAF, 
Assistant Chief of Staff, J-1. 


The Cuatrman. Mr. Rhode, we appreciate your appearance here. 
We have benefited by your testimony. 
Mr. Ruope. Thank you, sir. I appreciate the opportunity to be 
here. 

(Thereupon, the committee proceeded to consideration of further 
business. ) 
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MONDAY, JANUARY 28, 1957 


Hovset oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Commitree or INTERIOR AND [nsvuLarR AFFArRs, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10: 10 a. m., in the committee 
room, New House Office Building, Hon. Clair Engle, chairman of the 
committee, presiding. 

The Cuamman. The House Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs will be in order for the continuation of the hearings with ref- 
erence to military land withdrawals on public-domain lands of the 
United States. 

This hearing is in relation to H. R. 627 and related bills now 
pending before the Subcommittee on Public Lands. The testimony, 
when taken, will be made a part of the whole record, which will be 
consolidated at the conclusion of the proceedings before the full com- 
mittee and such proceedings as may be taken before the Subcommit- 
tee on Public Lands. 

The Chair has a statement to make, and then the Chair will recog- 
nize our colleague from Missouri, Congressman Karsten, who is here, 
for a short statement, and then we will proceed with the regular order 
of witnesses. 

The statement by the Chair is for the purpose of relating the pro- 
ceedings now to those that occurred heretofore and for the informa- 
tion of the new members especially, in order to get a continuity of the 
record from the hearings on the legislation which we had under con- 
sideration last year. 

During the 84th Congress, as members are aware, this committee 
devoted several hundred committee and staff man-hours to hearings 
on policies and procedures affecting the withdrawal and utilization 
of the public lands of the United States. At the outset it was hoped 
that those hearings could embrace the several Federal departments 
and agencies using public lands for a special, or limited, purpose, as 
well as departments and agencies administering Federal withdrawn 
public lands for management purposes. 

As the record made reveals, it very early became evident that the 
complexities of the questions raised with regard to withdrawal and 
utilization of the public lands for defense purposes alone were suf- 
ficient to dictate limiting our initial efforts in this field to the Depart- 
ment of Defense and its three military departments—Army, Air 
Force, and Navy. In addition, certain of the aspects of the defense 
situation appeared to warrant the earliest possible action by this com- 
mittee and the Congress if our findings indicated a need for enactment 
of withdrawal control legislation. 
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On 12 hearing days beginning on January 4, 1956, and ending May 
28, 1956, the committee compiled its hearing record on policies and 
ae affecting the withdrawal and utilization of the public 
ands of the United States by agencies of the Department of Defense. 

Those hearings, of course, are available for new members as well 
as the older members of the committee who did not have a chance to 
attend all the hearings. It is hoped we will not have to duplicate the 
hearings in all particulars. 

Extensive testimony was heard from spokesmen for the Defense 
Department, as well as the Departments of the Army, Air Force, and 
Navy, and the Department of the Interior, on a broad basis; overall 
policies and procedures, as well as the statistical picture of Defense 
holdings; pending applications; the degree of interagency joint utili- 
zation; cooperation of requesting agencies with State and local officials 
and private citizens in the areas affected by proposed withdrawals, 
and the extent to which regulations and control procedures presently 
in effect require periodic utilization reports; and related subjects. 

The committee heard detailed testimony, in addition, from spokes- 
men for the Office of Naval Petroleum Reserves with respect to that 
agency’s position on the question of petroleum exploration on San 
Nicolas Island, off the coast of California; from the Bureau of Land 
Management on its role in public land administration; from the 
Atomic Energy Commission with rea to proposed expansion of 
the Nevada testing site within the Nellis-Tonapah Range, Nev., and 
other expansion plans; from the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and spokesmen for official State agencies on water resources, 
grazing, recreation, fish and game, mining and mineral leasing, and 
related resource problems. 

Finally, making an invaluable contribution to understanding of the 
impact and complexities involved in operation of present Federal 
withdrawal policies and procedures, the committee heard testimony 
from, or received for the record statements on behalf of, numerous 
national, regional, and local organizations dedicated to the several 
phases of multiple-resource use of our public lands. 

The printed record of those hearings is incorporated in committee 
print Serial No. 29, 84th Congress, a copy of which has been placed 
at each member’s desk. 

On April 10, 1956, as a result of the tentative conclusions reached by 
the committee on the basis of testimony heard up to that time, there 
was introduced TH. R. 10371, together with a dozen identical, or sub- 
stantially identical bills. 

Sroadly stated, the legislation developed had as its purpose re- 
turning to the Congress in one major respect—land use for defense 
purposes—the direct exercise of the responsibility fixed by the Federal 
Constitution in the legislative branch by the property clause of the 
Constitution, article TV, section 3, clause 2, which declares— 





The Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all needful rules and 
regulations respecting the Territory or other property belonging to the United 
states 5:* * ©, 


I might add, the courts have held that the Congress exercises the 
power over the public land areas of the United States in a proprietary 
capacity as an owner. 

As developed in the last Congress, the defense withdrawal control 

> 
legislation—to put it another way—is simply a measure to recapture 
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to the Congress, to the extent that defense uses are involved, its ex- 
clusive responsibility for effecting policies and procedures assuring 
maximum public benefit through multiple- resource utilization of the 
public et and other real property of the United States. 

To accomplish that broad objective, the legislation developed would 
have operated generally : 

First, to lay a more adequate base for fully determining at the 
local level and for congressional consideration the resource impact of 
proposed withdraw: als, by providing that no defense withdrawal in 
excess of 5,000 acres would become final until approved by act of 
Congress ; 

Second, to make applicable and enforceable within military reser- 

vations and installations the fish and game laws of the State or Terri- 
tory in which such military fac ilities are located; 

Third, to amend in two particulars the Federal Property and 
Administrative Servic ‘es Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 377), as amended, so 
as to clarify that act’s operations with res pest to disposition of ‘the 
mineral estate in withdrawn or reserved publix domain lands, and to 
redefine the responsibility of the Secretary of the Interior with respect 
to disposition of public lands withdrawn or reserved and subsequently 
declared excess to the needs of Federal agencies; 

Fourth and finally, the legislation would have operated to remove 
whatever doubts may exist, “if any, as to the laws which govern the 
disposal of any and all minerals, including oil and gas, in public lands 
heretofore or hereafter withdrawn or reserved by the United States 
for the use of defense agencies. 

After 6 additional hearing days—additional to the original 12 
damemmianees June and July of 1956, the committee unanimously 
reported a clean bill, H. R. 12185, asa substitute for H. R. 10371. The 
record of hearings on the reported legislation is embodied in committee 
print serial No. 84, 84th Congress. Accompanying the bill to the 
House was our report, No. 2856, which set out in detail the background 
of the hearings, committee findings, conclusions, and recommenda- 
tions. A copy of report No. 2856 will be found beginning at page 221 
of serial No. 34. 

HOUSE APPROVAL 


On July 26, 1956, H. R. 12185—which had attracted widespread 
attention and inquiry from the full membership of the House during 
its consideration—passed the House on Consent Calendar without 
a single dissenting vote. 

Since the convening of the 85th Congress, I have reintroduced the 
defense withdrawal control legislation which passed the last Con- 
gress. In addition, there have been introduced a total of six identical 
or substantially identical bills. Copies of my bill, H. R. 627, together 
with H. R. 575, by Mr. Budge, of Idaho, H. R. 608, by Mr. Dawson, 
Utah; H. R. 931, by Mr. Saylor, Pennsylvania; H. R. 1148, by Mr. 
Johnson, Wisconsin; H. R. 3403, by Mr. Metcalf, Montana; H. R. 
3661, by Mr. Thomson, Wyoming, have been placed at the desks of 
members. 

As we resume hearings on the legislation proposing defense with- 
drawal control Jaws, 1 would im closing my preliminary remarks, 
like to make a comment on where we are today. 
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It is not my intention that we cover again the ground covered in 
the hearings held during the 84th Congress. At least I hope we will 
not have to go over the matter in that detail again. 

The committee’s findings, conclusions, and recommendations then 
are on record before you, and known to the Government agencies 
directly affected by them. Only to the extent that developments sub- 
sequent to last year’s hearings indicate changes should be made, does 
it appear repetition of background information will be necessary. 
A number of gaps must be filled. 

I would like to reiterate what has been said here before: It is my 
belief that the United States today has the finest fighting machine 
in the world, and the best trained personnel manning it. Nothing 
should be—and nothing will be—done by this legislation to change 
that. At the same time, this committee has said before, and I say 
again, that it is equally clear that the program for the defense of 
our Nation’s human and natural resources should not, and must not, 
be so conducted as to destroy the very resources it is aimed at 
preserving. 

There has been placed before the committee members a memoran- 
dum developed by the committee counsel in the form of a statistical 
recapitulation of defense agency land holdings as of January 1, 1955, 
and as of June 30, 1956. 

(Committee Nore.—The material referred to is as follows:) 


JANUARY 28, 1957. 
Memorandum: Recapitulation of lands controlled for defense purposes. 
To: Hon. Clair Engle, chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular 

Affairs. 

From: George W. Abbott, committee counsel. 

Pursuant to your request of January 4, 1957, there is set out following a 
recapitulation of lands controlled for defense purposes by the Departments of 
the Air Force, Navy, and Army on two inventory dates spanning an 18-month 
period, i. e., January 1, 1955, and June 30, 1956. 

Attention is invited to the fact that the figures which follow do not include 
lands controlled by the Army for civil functions (amounting to 1,060,885 acres 
of public domain lands alone as of June 30, 1956) and do not include lands 
controlled by any agency of the Department of Defense outside of the 48 con- 
tinental United States (e. g., approximately 6 million acres controlled in Alaska 
as of September 22, 1955, by the Air Force and Army alone). 

This recapitulation was made from information submitted by the Depart- 
ment of Defense at the request of the committee. For January 1, 1955, figures 
are taken from pages 10-12 inclusive, serial No. 29, hearings before the House 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Withdrawal and Utilization of the 
Public Lands of the United States (Defense Agencies), 2d session, 84th Congress: 
and for June 30, 1956, figures are taken from information subm'tted by the 
Office of the Secretary, Department of the Air Force, on behalf of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, by letter dated January 25, 1957. 


I. Total acres of land controlled 


Jan. 1, 1955 June 30, 1956 


APNG chet ied psteg iene heaps. jbo 12, 141, 024 14, 447, 409 
Neen na eee 3.778, 417 4. 353.725 
SL ee A thi Jncddnas deb lini ce a ll 8, 253, 208 8, 763, 733 
ce el 24, 172, 739 | 97, 564, 867 

! 


Summary: Increased 3,392,128 acres in 18-month period. 
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IIT. Owned 
Jan. 1, 1955 June 30, 1956 
Die FRG one anttitidebntyhchtbvntsiicsingeseg hb apheitttchlatih dad 1, 5938, 222 1, 771. 350 
E> incitincdenawnednn Gdiinandtancetgcidalinien aponinendiiiinniinn 1, 622, 197 1, 548, 080 
BIE 5 < Kickin cp dddectiddandisc i bib i tcbbabia> tetidecqdehhndicabihdsadid 3, 840, 382 3, 949, 202 
Rotel... schtdviandididdidnnbits mabey butdaGnecsetioce 7, 066, 251 7, 268, 632 
Summary: Decreased 212,829 acres in 18-month period. 
III. Public domain 








| 
| Jan. 1,1955 | June 30, 1956 
| 
| 





| 
Air Force..._-- 


phen t alodidinliatein 6, 768, 260 | 11, 374, 385 

TG eeintch dio sthidi dene tedbagtibebie 1, 767, 159 | 2, 218, 958 
Army... 3, 248, 380 | 3, 300, 666 
TMD he tiny ¢teactncien-geidkgae eel rene 11,783,799 | 16, 894, 009 


Summary: Increased 5,110,210 acres in 18-month period. 


IV. Temporary use permits 


Jan. 1, 1955 | June 30, 1956 




















Air Force....-.-- pnlisacls jabdebe ete ‘ Phe abel. ae | 1, 389, 537 | 228, 032 
I ctiisesth dnioaidesan tole eve » ‘ . 235, 964 235, 611 
DEE ah ctthedvbuddiiwdd 618, 069 1, 009, 251 
Tete ..s ts peered : E 2, 243, 570 1, 462, 894 
! 
Summary: Decreased 780,676 acres ip 18-month period. 
V. Leased 

| Jan. 1, 1955 June 30, 1956 
BO hi 66s bids sdsianideetdblin ici Séttlee Leet 2, 369, 566 1, 034. 570 
Navy Sear deanitiyts emanated 2 hint aie iiia a andeaainn ihe aitnnnamamenionginsnamal 150, 933 348, 699 
BT oa 6500 ie ce peandiss tetas he dichsiael wn 2-------2-2---2--------| 542, 589 | 483, 227 
Oait3 i inn thd Sd LI he bh ia 3, 063, 088 1, 866, 496 

| i 

Summary: Decreased 1,196,592 acres in 18-month period. 
VI. Easements 

Jan. 1, 1955 | June 30, 1956 
DP isis cncditinididnestiddéadctis neice sdhdlda 20, 439 39, 07 
BEE tkinincunne tuned dias alec ideas telalansee ee nililsicdedinbowhe ke 2, 164 2, 377 
FREE «2 catgisaaséwsncongeketnsacnaneeddhtieaasdummeundeeaaaeaneaeeee : 3, 878 21, 387 
WR nai, dts hancement atenincient scthsnigndiihn Died hanpna tiie 26, 481 | 62, 836 





Summary: Increased 36,355 acres in 18-month period. 


The CHatmman. Without objection, I will extend and revise my 
remarks by including statistical material not included in the state- 
ment. 
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As we proceed to hear the first of the Defense witnesses, I call 
attention to the fact that in the 18-month period re " esented by itiaen 
two dates, the defense agencies requested withdrawal of a total of some 
14 million acres. Instead, during the 547-day period they got 5.1 
million acres. Approval action on the other more than 8.6 million 
acres was held up at the request of, and pending action by, this com- 
mittee. Some of the these figures require later adjustment. 

In other words, what they. got amounted to more than 9,000 acres 
a day during each day of that 547- day period; what they were seeking 


would have amounted to nearly 26,000 acres ‘a day. To be precise— . 


1,066 acres an hour. 

To you fellows from the city, that would figure out to a military 
public land demand of 17.7 acres per minute over a period of nearly 
800,000 (787,680) consecutive minutes. 

Let me put it another way: The Military held, as of June 30, 1956, 
a total of 27.6 million acres of land in the 48 United States alone. 
That amount (48,608 square miles) is equal to a strip of land 14.5 
miles wide from New York to San Francisco. 

If the more than 8 million acres now sought are added, that strip 
would become 18.4 miles wide from New York to San Francisco, 

One final statistic that impresses me: The military holds today, 
in the 48 United States alone, what amounts to 7,470 square feet of 
land for each of the 160 million men, women, and children in the 
United States. Approval of pending applications would up the aver- 
age to nearly 10,000 (9,620) square feet per inhabitant, an area prob- 
ably the size of the average homesite lot. 

In closing, let me repeat what I said in my letter to Secretary of 
Defense Wilson of December 27, 1955, on this subject : 

In the end, it is my hope that the Defense Department, and other Federal 
agencies will find fuller public understanding of their aims and objectives, and 
that our committee study will serve as a guide to modification of existing statu- 
tory and administrative policies and procedures if, and where, such modification 
is indicated. 

The Chair has before him a letter dated January 28, 1957, from the 
Department of the Air Force, which has been designated as the De- 
fense agency to state the position of the Department of Defense with 
respect ‘to H. R. 627 and related legislation, which is a report of the 
Defense Department on this subject matter, signed by Mr. Lyle 8. 
Garlock, Assistant Secretary of the Air Force. 

I call attention to the fact that the letter states the matter-has not 
as yet been cleared by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Without objection, the letter will be made a part of the record at 
this point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
Washington, January 28, 1957. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Department of the Air Force on behalf of the De- 
partment of Defense is submitting this supplementary report with respect to the 
views of the Department of Defense on H. R. 12185, 84th Congress, reintro- 
duced as H. R. 627, 85th Congress, a bill, to provide that withdrawals or reserva- 
tions of more than 5,000 acres of public lands of the United States for certain 
purposes shall not become effective until approved by act of Congress. 
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On April 21, 1956, the Air Force expressed to you opposition to H. R. 9448, 
84th Congress, a bill to provide that public lands of the United States shall not 
be withdrawn or reserved for defense purposes except by act of Congress. Later 
that bill was superseded by H. R. 10362, 10366, 10367, 10371, 10372, 10377, 10380, 
10884, 10894, and 10896, bills to provide that withdrawals or reservations of 
more than 5,000 acres of public lands of the United States for certain purposes 
shall not become effective until approved by act of Congress. In our report to 
you on those bills, dated June 12, 1956, no objection was taken to the main pur- 
pose of the legislation which would require an act of Congress where a defense 
agency desires to withdraw or reserve an area of public land exceeding 5,000 
acres. However, objection was made to section 4, which, in addition to other 
things, proposed State or Territorial control of hunting and fishing in public 
lands held by defense agencies under exclusive Federal legislative jurisdiction 
and which would have directly or indirectly required military personnel in some 
eases to purchase nonresident licenses in erder to hunt or fish in such areas. 
Objection was also made to section 6, which would have required State control 
of water utilization in such areas. This Department’s report also recommended 
clarification of section 3, which would require the making and filing of an applica- 
tion where an agency of the Defense Department seeks to withdraw or reserve 
over 5,000 acres of public lands. 

In his letter to you, dated June 28, 1956, Secretary of Defense, Charles E. 
Wilson, expressed a desire, held equally by each of the military departments, to 
cooperate with your committee in its views regarding hunting and fishing and 
he reiterated in detail the problem relating to nonresident hunting and fishing 
licenses. 

The subsequent introduction of H. R. 12185, a clean bill bearing the same 
title as H. R. 10362, above, accomplished certain changes in the proposed legisla- 
tion. Section 4, dealing with hunting and fishing, was modified to conform sub- 
stantially with the drafting service provided by this Department in cooperation 
with representatives of the Army and Navy and the Department of Defense. 
There is now no objection to section 4. However, you may wish to consider 
bringing section 4 into conformity with title 10 of the United States Code by 
enacting it as an amendment to that title. To assist your committee, should you 
wish to conform section 4, I attach a draft intended to accomplish that purpose 
without changing the substance of the section. Section 6, the water control sec- 
tion, has been deleted from H. R. 12185, and section 3, the application section, 
has been clarified through references made on page 39 of House Report 2856, 
84th Congress, 2d session. 

However, in the closing days of the 2d session of the 84th Congress, H. R. 12185 
was introduced, reported without amendment, and passed by the House of 
Representatives. Time did not permit action by the Senate, nor did it permit 
adequate consideration by the Department of Defense of new proposals which 
were not mentioned in the former bills. For one thing, the scope of the legisla- 
tion was broadened by H. R. 12185 to cover withdrawals or reservations of 
Federal lands and waters of the outer Continental Shelf and Federal lands and 
waters off the coast of the Territory of Alaska. It also added a new section 6 
declaring that all minerals in withdrawn or reserved public lands except lands 
withdrawn or reserved specifically as naval petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval 
coal reserves are under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior, and 
that no disposition thereof shall be made except under the applicable public 
land mining and mineral leasing laws. 

The provision in section 1 of the bill raises certain questions which need 
clarification. While it appears from the bill as presently worded that the 
President’s authority under existing law to set aside as naval petroleum reserves 
any lands already withdrawn or reserved is not impaired, it appears that the 
bill would preclude the President from withdrawing or reserving additional 
lands for such purposes. The Department of Defense considers it essential that 
the President retain this authority. The bill recognizes the fact that naval 
petroleum reserves present a different problem and has specifically excluded 
such reservations or withdrawals from section 6 of the proposed legislation. 
It is therefore recommended that section 1 of the bill be amended by adding 
thereto the following: 

“Provided further, That nothing in this Act shall affect the President's au- 
thority to withdraw or reserve lands specifically as naval petroleum, naval oil 
shale, or naval coal reserves.” 


SS986—57——4 
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The bill also refers to withdrawals and reservations. Section 12 (d) of the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, Public Law 212, 88d Congress (67 Stat. 
472), permits “designation” of areas falling within the definition of the outer 
Continental Shelf by the Secretary of Defense with the approval of the President. 
One question is whether the bill would apply to such designations. If so, then 
the bill repeals by implication the authority granted in section 12 (d) to the 
extent that any designations thereunder covers 5,000 or more acres of the outer 
Continental Shelf as defined in the act. Further, as to such areas as may have 
been designated pursuant to section 12 (d) by the Secretary of Defense and 
not yet approved by the President, will the bill require for these areas that an 
act of Congress be obtained? In ad‘lition, prior to the passage of the Outer 
Continental Shelf Act certain areas which would now fall within the definition 
of the outer Continental Shelf were designated as warning areas for defense 
purposes. Insofar as such areas may have covered more than 5,000 acres, would 
it be required under this bill that an act of Congress be obtained as a condition 
precedent to continued utilization? As to the latter two cases it is believed the 
bill should not apply in any event. It would seem, therefore, that to preclude 
possible misconstruction of the language of the bill, further clarification as to 
the application of the provision is desirable. 

Section 6 would permit leasing to private interests and use by other Govern- 
ment agencies of public lands set aside for military purposes. We feel very 
strongly that a condition should not be created wherein the activities of other 
Government agencies and private interests could inadvertently impair the effec- 
tiveness of military operations, and thus defeat the purpose for which such public 
lands have been set aside. Accordingly, it is recommended that section 6 be 
revised as follows in order to protect national defense interests: 

“Sec. 6. All withdrawals and reservations of public land for use of any agency 
of the Department of Defense, except lands withdrawn or reserved specifically 
as naval petroleum, navy oil shale, or naval coal reserves, which are heretofore 
or hereafter made by the United States, shall be deemed to be subject to the 
condition that all minerals in the lands so withdrawn or reserved are under the 
jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior, and no disposition shall be made 
of minerals in such lands except under the applicable public land mining and 
mineral leasing laws: Provided, That no disposition shall be made of mineral 
rights in such lands where the Secretary of Defense determines that such 
disposition is inconsistent with the military use of the lands so withdrawn or 
reserved.” 

Since section 6 of the prior bills, which deals with water rights, was elimi- 
nated from H. R. 12185, it is therefore suggested that subsection (8) of sec- 
tion 3 be deleted from the bill. 

The Department of Defense considers that the legislation would not affect 
permits granted by the Department of the Interior to the military departments 
as distinct from withdrawals or reservations. 

This supplementary report has been coordinated within the Department of 
Defense in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

When the Bureau of the Budget clearance is obtained, your committee will be 
so informed. 


Sincerely yours, 


Lyte S. GARLoocK, 
Assistant Secretury of the Air Force. 


H. R. 627 


Strike out beginning on line 8, page 4, through line 24, page 5, and insert the 
following in place thereof: 
“Sec. 4. Chapter 159 of title 10, United States Code, is amended as follows: 
“(1) By adding the following new section at the end: 
“ *§ 2671. Military reservations and facilities: hunting, fishing, and trapping 
*“*(a) The Secretary of each military department shall, with respect to each 
military installation or facility under the jurisdiction of his department in a 
State or Territory— 
““*(1) require that all hunting, fishing, and trapping at that installation 
or facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or 
Territory in which it is located; 
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““*(2) require that an appropriate license for hunting, fishing, or trapping 
on that installation or facility be obtained, except that with respect to 
members of the Armed Forces, such a license may be required only if the 
State or Territory authorizes the issuance of a license to a member on 
active duty for a period of more than 30 days at an installation or facility 
within that State or Territory, without regard to residence requirements, 
and upon terms not less favorable than the terms upon which such a license 
is issued to residents of that State or Territory; and 

**(3) develop, subject to safety requirements and military security, and 
in cooperation with the Governor (or his designee) of the State or Territory 
in which the installation or facility is located, procedures under which 
designated fish and game or conservation officials of that State or Terri- 
tory may, at such time and under such conditions as may be agreed upon, 
have full access to that installation or facility to effect measures for the 
management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

“*(b) The Secretary of each military department, with the approval of the 
Secretary of Defense, shall prescribe regulations to carry out this section. 

“*(e) Who ever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a requirement 
prescribed under subsection (a) (1) or (2), which act or omission would be 
punishable if committed or omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or 
Territory in which the installation or facility is located, by the laws thereof 
in effect at the time of that act or omission, is guilty of a like offense and is 
subject to a like punishment. 


““*(d) This section does not modify any rights granted by treaty or otherwise 
to any Indian tribe or to the members thereof.’ 


“(2) By adding the following new item at the end of the analysis: 
“ ©2671. Military reservations and facilities: hunting, fishing, and trapping.’ ” 


(Commirrer Nore.—Pursuant to unanimous consent request of 
January 30, 1957, by Mr. Abbott, committee counsel, the following 
letter of January 25, 1957, and enclosures, and the material submitted 
by the Bureau of Land M: anagement relative to applications for with- 
drawal for military purposes pending with the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement as of December 31, 1956, is made a part of the record. See 
pps. 279-281, post, for adjusted acreage figures for pending applica- 
tions, with explanation of differences. ) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ATR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, January 25, 1957. 
Hon. CLATR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Mr. George Abbott of your committee staff informally 
requested that the tables of the State distribution of real property controlled 
by the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force which appear in pages 
10, 11, and 12, Serial 29, hearings before your Committee on Withdrawals and 
Utilization of the Public Lands of the United States, 2d session, 84th Congress, 
be brought up to date as of January 1, 1957. 

I am enclosing the information requested above as of June 30, 1956, since 
the inventory of such property for January 1, 1957, will not be available until 
March 1, 1957. Shortly thereafter the latter inventory will be furnished your 
committee. 

I am also inclosing a table as of June 30, 1956, of the acreage of public domain 
lands controlled by the Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers Civil 
Functions. 


WILLIAM J. YATES 
(For and in the absence of Joe W. Kelly, Major General, USAF, Director, 
Legislative Liaison.) 
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Department of the Army, State distribution of military real property controlled, 


as of June 30, 1956 

















Cost to | Land area (acres) 
| United a om eS. ss a 
States | 
Army Govern- Total | | Tempo- | | 
ment con- Owned | Public rary Leased 2} Ease- 
(thou- trolled domain | use | | ments 
sands)! 
| } 
armas - ms fas el = — - = - — — 
Total $6, 879, 024 i8, 763, 733 |3, 949, 202 }3, 300, 666 |1,009,251 | 483,227 | 21,387 
— — ——— —_ _ — —_—— \—- | — _— - —| = 
Alabama 285,089 | 187,079 | 140,938 | 33, 411 | 7, 080 | 5, 602 | 48 
Arizona_. 72, 456 | 972,860 50, 874 918, 219 | 3, 188 | 578 | 1 
Arkansas 168,874 | 99,736 | 94, 283 16 | 836 | 4, 447 | 154 
California -- 498, 710 |1, 223,875 | 407,812 624,703 | 143,977 | 46, 427 956 
Colorado 139, 691 | 185,870 | 78, 798 1,761 | 74,818 | 30, 455 | 38 
Connecticut 1, 636 | 1, 183 | 496 sear! oad 245 | 442 
Delaware > 16, 031 | 2, 332 1,685 | 156 522 1v 
Distriet of Columbia. - 30, 513 396 398 ieee 3 
Florida. | 2, 466 4, 422 | 51 14 | so ieall 4, 357 |. 
Georgia _---- | 198,703 | 524,599 | 520,170 | | | 97 | 4,332 
Idaho | 65 128, 381 |-.- ; 3,166 | 125,071 | 144 | . 
Illinois 254, 566 56, 578 54, 977 | 771 | 694 | 136 
Indiana 330, 056 134, 654 134, 457 | | 2} 137 | 5 
Towa. 70,559 | 19,356 | 19,356 | eal 
Kensas 237,066 | 81,441 55, 524 25, 063 | 1 624 229 
Kentucky | 933,468 | 191,346] 191,032 |__....__..| 12 | 48 204 
Louisiana -__- 147,995 | 176,358 | 133,358 |--- | 40,076 | 1, 950 | 813 
Maine 2, 195 563 369 |. | 10 | 184 
Maryland __- 308, 133 99, 448 95, 705 29 | 2,717 | 997 
Massachusetts 128, 785 19, 777 14, 493 2, 869 | 1, 989 | 426 
i cts 88, 121 20, 416 16, 188 2, 348 | 664 1, 061 155 
Minnesota. -- te 59, 791 2, 920 2, 802 - a 91 |. | 27 
Mississippi | 17, 961 18, 101 7, 485 | 1, 964 | 8, 644 | ns 
Missouri. | 240, 508 128, 547 77, 144 | -| 51,347 | | nb 
Montana 4 1, 767 7, 971 6, 422 | 1, 548 | ! 
Nebraska 78,548 | 51,574 50, 490 | 20 | 2 1, 062 |- 
Nevada. -_- ist JRInos ai 15,030 | 30,135 206 6, 673 90; Be fic... .. ; 
New Hampshire_-_-__..-.-__- -| 2, 694 | 261 235 ona 26 : ‘ 
New Jersey 294, 306 51, 601 ok 5 ih Cee, 89 | 1, 773 | 332 
New Mexico s 150, 144 |1, 955, 675 152, 137 /1, 130,853 | 471,088 | 201,551 | 46 
New York 301, 302 140, 984 137, 221 |------- -| 711 | 757 2, 295 
North Carolina B 108,635 | 150,072 | 139,764 | -| 5, 622 | 30} 4,656 
North Dakota 899 | 314 304 |_- ee Tie eat 10 |... 
Ohio--___-- ; 203,640 | 34,324 34,056 ee o-s| ; 257 | 1) 
Oklahoma 83,366 | 152,754 | 42,799 79,391 | 30,544 | 10 | 10 
Oregon . ‘ 43, 629 18, 656 7, 160 | 62 | 32 
Pennsylvania 289,634 | 54,029 6 14, 916 | 434 
Rhode Isiand_ 2, 504 375 st sans 207 
South Carolina 41,405 | 56,518 | hea ; 2, 863 10 
South Dakota 27,904 | 21, 202 | 12, 370 | 1, 201 | 7, 631 | Oe ail 
Tennessee 271,737 | 110,075 109, 097 |....-- --|------ -| 318 | 160 
Texas 394, 947 541, 793 Oy ft ee 9,629 | 135, 450 | 281 
Utah._. 134, 263 | 495, 198 52,373 | 4381, 487 5, 568 | 5, 762 | s 
Vermont 1 2 BA icbucoks oo 3 | adenine ne : 
Virginia ____- 475,382 | 166, 086 161, 734 sti «deine 1, 581 1, 003 1, 768 
Washington 214.716 | 362,522} 326,139 28, 408 | 481 | 5,729 | 1,765 
West Virginia 5 68, 763 | 1, 834 1, 600 |__- otels 234 |.- . 
Wisconsin __.._- 140, 855 69, 956 BOE Lo>-- cnn a0 SS aaaaiibaicas 222 | 120 
Wyomiing......--. 2.10.0... . 5} 9,745) 4,521 | 5, 224 | FecelEee cin 
a Land and improvements. 2 Excludes acreage leased outside of installations. 

Acreage of public-domain lands controlled by the Department of the Army, 
Corps of Engineers, civil functions, as of June 30, 1956 
Geographic are: Acres 
Continental United States : dot Oe dle Sp geat Mllees teed 530, 447 
pS oe eee asin ee nates ees acamaba aie 112 
Arkansas_____- SI, ae eh ae gies 2 . Tk At on bite gitar aie a 48, 506 
$ | SAL ee si pies hoes cate atest Bi aera BS canes ake 9, T70 
Colorado_______ aot st SiqticSie tiditeeg: eee ne ret ie esti 142 
a et oats pith aieisaba eer ae oe, eae 127 
apeemenie see B35 2 She tae hn nid teeth bias sancti 6, 274 
i a cs acdar wean oan a 312 
PID cic cscnshipennis 4 eas BB ne eee 179 
Montana______- easescagtiiteriinainitninds whine te idia nthe oat 422, 069 
New Mexico... - ‘i aa ae 2, 281 
North Dakota____- aoe, ; sisi silence ela ona amare 7, 664 
CeRanome.... —_ > i a satan 19, 987 
eee 2 ; Soy scare spaces calla 12, 001 
OI ooo cree ene! Sa ak tai an ea 1, 073 

Total 1, 060, 885 





MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 47 


Department of the Air Force, State distribution of real property controlled as of 
June 30, 1956 


Land srea controlled (acres) 

















Cost to | . cpsiidienccateis leer Rea pei ae aoa 
Air Force 1 - Bebe 

| Govern- | | Public |Tempo-| | Ease- 

| ment! Total Owned | domain | rary Leased | ment 

} use ' 

} , | | 

nr . | . —| —-| — | 
Thousands | | | 
hccecsacnets | $4, 839,040 | 14, 447, 409 1, 771, 350 | 11, 374, 385 | 228, 032 1, 034, 570 39, 072 

Alabama... | 117,801 14,604 | 10,004 |............| 524] 2,251 | 1,825 
DI. cnesnee 3 a 103, 668 2, 797, 755 45,710 | 2,590,868 | 17,878 | 143,099 200 
Arkansas : 31, 122 9,140 | 9,116 |. , 24 
California _- : 541, 139 1, 367,585 | 354, 454 975, 371 | 30, 830 | 4,085 | 1,895 
Colorado : 45, 863 73, 563 | 64, 591 8, 521 |_. | 447 | 4 
Connecticut : 10, 436 2 | 2 | ed -| a 
Delaware ‘ : 30, 530 | 4, 474 2, 580 $40 | 849 | 205 
District of Columbia 24, 108 666 | 640 22 | Oy oe 
Florida 20, 754 638,713 | 493,707 | 138,793 | 2,623} 2,895 | 695 
Georgia ‘ 165, 888 35, 934 18, 298 : 11, 742 5, 163 731 
Idaho. _..-- 30, 366 950, 801 | 2, 331 876, 304 | 18,372 | 53,726 | 68 
Llinois_ - ‘ 6, 101 | 5, 452 | 1 163 485 
Indiana 5, 274 4, 826 ; 113 | 335 
lowa 980 |... : S89 L...--22 
Kansas 67,063 | 65,845 |_. 30 400 | 7 
Kentucky ‘ 1, 004 3, 468 | 69 14 | 453 
Louisiana 37, 682 26, 117 |. 7, 580 | 1,701 | 2,284 
Maine 132,056 | 13, 616 ..-| 92,947 | 23,351 | 2,142 
Maryland ‘ , oe 7, 388 7,094 | 1 | 228 | 65 
Massechusetts 118, 492 31, 962 9, 582 408 20,568 | 1,404 
Michigan 82, 283 40,680 | 6, 487 160 | 15,921 | 16,459 | 1,653 
Minnesota 23, 746 4, 439 1, 086 < 1, 203 | 1, 883 267 
Mississippi 81, 610 13, 423 | 5, 851 | 2,858 4,171 543 
Missouri 45, O54 | 6, 077 | 3, 023 10 2, 301 743 
Montana 25, 064 3, 333 See tan 90 514 | 61 
Nebraska. 81, 770 7, O11 3, 516 636 2, 097 | 762 
Nevada. 46, 858 3, 379, 350 | 10,148 | 3, 368, 010 108 1, 050 | 34 
New Hampshire 6, 282 4, 751 | 3, 863 | 21 | 432 435 
New Jersey 73, 208 3, 531 3, 287 S$ | 234 2 
New Mexico 144, 586 1, 623, 874 | 34,612 | 1, 200,973 5, 096 374, 718 | 8, 475 
New York 2265, 818 | 21, 949 14, 184 1, 553 3,696 | 2,516 
North Carolina 8, 075 6, 252 | 2, 898 1, 438 1, 511 405 
North Dakota 2, 830 3, 831 3, 333 498 
Ohio 349, 466 15, 304 14, 318 166 820 
Oklahoma 157, 395 16, 326 | 7, 144 65 8, 632 | 485 
Oregon 7, 381 96, 865 | 58, 726 37, 344 133 656 6 
Pennsylvania 49, ill 4,154 | 1, 389 2, 751 14 
Rhode Island 3, 708 44 | 44 | 
South Carolina 69, 211 20, 128 8, 134 8 11, 055 | 931 
South Dakota 37, 836 348, 045 245, 833 | 6, 782 95, 101 329 
Tennessee 54, 801 47, 991 | 44, 382 1, 27 1, 896 442 
Texas 609, 926 ; 109, 855 | 4, 180 108,977 | 4,079 
Utah 66, 336 ih 7,323 | 1,734, 646 10 37, 213 | 12 
Vermont | 8, 596 1, 416 415 | +t 
Virginia $3, 010 | 7, 698 922 | 101 
Washington 161, 121 17, 900 | 1, 370 402 2, 359 1, 332 
West Virginia S81 41 m= | 1 
Wisconsin 19, 537 24 1, 393 1, 079 
Wyoming 20, 517 551, 512 | 14, 734 | 442, 025 57 94, 695 


! Data represent the cost of land and improvements. 
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Department of the Navy, State distribution of real property controlled, as of 



























July 1, 1956 
Cost to Land area (acres) 
U. 8. Gov- a at 
Navy ernment ! | 
(thousands) Total Owned Public Tempo- | in-leased | Ease- 
controlled domain rary use ments 
WE | dcsachobancn $6, 530,395 | 4,353,725 | 1,548,080 | 2,218,958 | 235,611 | 348, 699 2, 377 
te he 11, 840 4, 406 3, 248 0 0 1, 158 0 
SNE. Shivadnanah-stritinin 8, 694 1, 043 658 0 219 166 0 
OE re ctnb ann ageieun 115, 071 68, 294 68, 269 0 0 | 25 0 
CD pick ce nak en momcn 1, 523, 100 2, 826, 673 462, 125 1, 838, 288 207, 012 318, 565 683 
OS eee eee 11, 303 62, 685 3, 515 59, 168 0 2 0 
Connecticut... .........- 44, 599 876 781 7 0 12 | 76 
a 8, 350 121 121 0 0 0 0 
District of Columbia ---- 88, 921 825 761 64 0 0 0 
ce St ee 322, 669 106, 873 67, 564 15, 865 6, 760 16, 387 297 
Sn alncehocn ch ctermests 112, 691 8, 206 7, 361 0 5 838 2 
cit ee on ene 18, 480 260 258 0 0 1 | 1 
PR a ee 120, 027 2, 946 2, 916 0 0 | 15 15 
Be ieceaiapesccictvsitpesctine 100, 446 | 63, 058 | 63, 034 0 0 24 | 0 
ek 11, 716 2, 471 2, 441 0 0 1 | 20 
i ee 33, 057 | 5, 018 4, 972 0 0 46 | 0 
Rentaity. ........5...-. 16, 110 | 394 392 0 0 2 | 0 
NS soinglecss ssn hinte Gens 50, 199 7, 785 5, 714 0 0 2, 071 0 
a ak ea 85, 081 3, 802 | 3, 783 0 0 17 | 2 
eee 339, 021 22, 810 | 22, 675 0 0 | 90 | 45 
Massachusetts. ........_- 204, 248 9, 398 | 9, 333 0 26 20 19 
iE | 74, 985 1, 893 1, 857 0 | 0 | 36 0 
Minnesota___._-- Ravhendhe 13, 208 200 193 0 | 0 | 6 1 
I ooo eects 16, 438 | 1, 165 1, 156 0 0 9 | 0 
nck 48, 375 | 801 788 0 0 13 | 0 
as chen 477 | ae: 0 0 | 3 0 
I tas ah cas | 83.277 | 48, 854 48, 830 | 0 0 24 | 0 
I ir obs ei | 86, 799 | 535, 835 331, 889 203, 940 | 3 | 3 | 0 
New Hampshire. .._...-- 2,115 | 58 | 55 0 1 2 | 0 
PE SNE so on cncbeuense 265,341 | 44, 456 | 20, 572 0 19,103 | 4,778 | 3 
New Mexico. ............ 5,921 | 5 | 0 0 0 5 | 0 
Be NE oi a | 357,048 | 7, 272 | 7,215 | 0 36 17 | 4 
North Carolina. -_......-| 214, 679 | 148, 920 | 148, 865 0 3 7 45 
North Dakrta. ........-.| 242 D Eek ey saan 0 | 0 | 2 0 
SN gd naka ree nls 56, 780 | 548 | 340 0 | 1 | 204 3 
cian osc 104, 638 46, 266 | 46, 261 | 0 0 | 5 0 
noth 29, 702 2,971 2, 591 0 | 1 372 | 7 
Pennsylvania. _.........- | 381, 834 5, 727 | 5, 598 0 | 26 21 82 
Rhode Island. _........-- 212, 170 7, 290 6, 930 291 | 0 12 7 
South Carolina.........- 111, 433 | 23, 592 23, 384 0 166 | 16 26 
South Dakota_.......-- 0 | 7 | 0 0 | 0 7 0 
Tennessee................ 58, 896 | 3, 861 | 3,814 0 3 41 | 3 
de ed ee | 163, 684 22, 641 22, 594 0 0 47 0 
SR i diate hana cok diet oechs 34, 808 | 92, 315 847 91, 464 | 0 | 4 0 
TE ie econ. | 484 1 | 1 0 0 | 0 0 
WE: nc noun cses ehtadette | 635, 280 | 115, 627 109, 988 0} 2, 187 3, 451 1 
Woshington_............- | 313, 125 | 35, 306 | 33, 728 390 59 153 976 
West Virginia...........- | 29, 556 | 658 | f 0 | 0 0 0 
ccc 3, 273 25 | 5 0 0 20 0 
Ne cnn caiman | 204 9, 482 | 0 9, 481 0 1 0 





1 Land and improvements, 











| 
| 
| 
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Applications for withdrawal for military purposes pending with the Bureau of 
Land Management as of Dec. 31, 1956 




















| | } 
State File No. | Applicant Purpose Acres | Date published 
nail le A 
SIRS... « sites COUR i sainc%ets AFM Fic cnnst | Housing project. ......-- | 371.09 | Not 
| C708 52.2.2 cee BB nee | Electronics proving 1,120.00 | Not 
ground. 
Bombing and gunnery | 2, 571, 254.00 | Not.! 
| range. | 
0” 1.03 | Not 
, i Star ceiedckcath sasheieaeeeet 0. 59 | Not. 
01013 2 sVSWSP sy) PERE S do __.| Yuma Air Foree Base... 10.00 | Not. 
| 63085 2__......-]---- ER Williams bombing and 429, 694. 00 Not 
| gunnery. 
GING diodes | Army......-. | Fort Huachuca (marker 40.00 | Not. 
| | site). 
California.......) LA-099557_....| Navy---..-- Marine base_......-..---- 454, 570.00 | Oct. 14, 1955. 
LA-0102641___.|...-- do.......| Chocolate Mountain | 235,634.00 | Not. 
| | gunnery. | 
| L.A-093337 2___|.....do.......| Mojave Gunnery range 36, 480.00 | Not. 
| LA-0103307__..|.....do _..| Carrizo bombing range 10, 325.00 | Not. 
LA-0104432 vaca | LS a scaccasmene oad 30, 701.00 | June 23, 1955. 
| LA~-0106066__._|.-.-.do.....-. Chocolate Mountain 218, 864.00 | Not. 
| | gunnery. 
| LA-0107128....|._.-..do.......| Mojave gunnery range..| 374,410.00 | Dec. 29, 1955 
| LA-0114494 2__|___..do_......| George Air Force Base 6.00 | Not. 
LA-0122985 Rr SK kk rer 854, 299.00 | Not. 
LA-0135132 ...-.do.......| Camp Pendleton. ....-- 81.00 | Not. 
LA-0107910_...| Army-.-...--- Radio station. -.....--- 40.00 | Not. 
LA-0121038_._.| Air Foree...| George Air Force Base- -| 7, 546.00 | Not. 
LA-0121385.__.| Army acc4 or lio station ; 638, 720.00 | Not. 
LA-0133009 Air Force Edwards Air Force Base. 156, 473.00 | Not. 
LA-0116270 2. _|.....do _.| Navigational aid site_--_| 10.00 | Not. 
L,A-0139895 2__|_....do March Airbase. -- 40.00 | Not. 
LA-0126161___.|.....do._.....| Edwards Air Force Base | 160.00 | Not. 
Sac. 048401 2__.| Navy.-.-.-- Bombing site | 2,800.00 | Not. 
Sac. 047486._..| Army _.| Sierra Ordnance Depot.--} 80.00 | Not. 
Sac. 049543__ do... do 2,080.00 | Not. 
Sac. 051521 2 do “Amending Public Law | 5, 509.00 | Not. 
26, Executive Order | 
9146. 
Colorado. ‘ Colo-012822 2 do | Campsites __. 261.85 | Not. 
Idaho 06742 2 Air Foree...| Mountain Home Air- | 47.00 | Not. 
base. | 
| 04079 2____.____|.....do_..._. } Air Force Reactor Test | 29,616.35 | Not. 
| Station, Arco. | 
Montana. -. None ists anew ‘ ‘ WUtehinéeedebtaan Sie Ae eh, Ti atts 
Nevada 013136 Navy Sahwave range 639, 360.00 | M 1y 4, 1955. 
013137 Air Force__.| Not stated | 856.41 | Not. 
013285 do Fallon bombing range. 21, 760.00 | Not. 
914903. ........ yf ee Ordnance storage (Nel- | 2,019.44 | Not. 
lis). j 
032396 Navy.. Air-to-air gunnery ; 19, 584.00 | Not. 
035794 Air Force...| Nellis gunnery range | 21, 333.75 | Not. 
036338 do do 53, 120.42 | Not. 
040230 Navy. Sahwave and Black | 1, 942,400.00 | Aug. 12, 1955. 
Rock extension. 
041789 do Black Rock gunnery 272,000.00 | Aug. 31, 1955. 
range. 
042007 Air Force._.| Nellis Air Force Base 36, 306.00 | Not. 
gunnery range. 
043185 do Amend ANS  with- 200.00 | Not. 
drawal 
018060 2 do Winnemucca station. 120.00 | Aug. 31, 1955. 
027282 2 do Tonopah cantonment_ . 24.18 Do. 
044440 2 do Ely radar site___ 10.00 | Not. 
044442 2 do . Beatty radar site | 20.00 | Not. 
New Mexico 017802 do Fort Bliss antiaircraft | 728,000.00 | Not. 
018255 range No. 2. 
011409 2 — Airbs ase 356.80 | Oct. 30, 1956. 
025192 2 do Solar furnace  experi- 1, 360.00 | Oct. 5, 1956. 
ment. 
Oregon........ 05261 2 re Army....-. Umatilla Ordnance 1,845.15 | Not. 
Depot. 
05274 2... .| Air Force Klamath Falls family 40.00 | Not. 
housing site in con- 
junction with Kla- 
math Falls Airport. 
04855 ‘ _...do_.....| Bombing and gunnery 95, 014. 57 | Not.1 
range. 
Utah.._. sx OL6611_ _.-.-|..---d0._......| Wendover range -.-...- | 192, 760.00 | Not. 
Washington__- 02511 2 ae .| Othello Air Force Sta- 72.50 | Not. 
tion. 


1 Lands already withdrawn 
2 Applications not on previous compilations. 
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Totals: Acres r 
CN ee i le i cecil Re tle UE ae . SS “ae _ 2 650, 066 a 
SE OE inecdemicasens SAancsnasnersLawhasewus inaem ss eae ‘ ; 4, 377, 694 
ha hictichaereinibeatieisittitstattiapniiacsinceritotenivieatiainianigtinaitaindaapiavaiivinaietionaies adelante 5, 091, 508 
Wet. HOA, S28. i:..1...ael.... 2... ee ra dvi 10, 119, 288 a 
Totals in Alaska: : c 
Py PN 1h 18 Eo perenne ol FEE UG UU seal wae GOA Sree ewsace di i. ..550... 20 7E } 
BNET, SI Ah hc on nd A a a sik <p Mb idee nieSecs REDS icincinn 65, 228 
BN ecu ninetkrnwme nab cdinmensinnnedtea uae PN iacbstrsine pene eps idpcunihsh tis dein tata ime otbaliodin 82, 719 gs 
NN esa BURL LI in nS TRMMNIGI Ee chna Miccibic ina dda didnd, AEG ty NO 
| 
The Crarrman. In line with our previous announcement, the Chair t 
will recognize our colleague, the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Frank ¢ 
Karsten. We are glad to have you here. I understand you have a 
prepared statement. i 
Mr. Karsten. I do have a very short one, Mr. Chairman. 
The Cuamman. You may proceed. 
{ 
STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK M. KARSTEN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 
Mr. Karsten. Mr. Chairman. For the purpose of the record, my ! 
name is Frank M. Karsten. I ama Representative from the State of 
Missouri. 
I wish to express my thanks to the committee for the opportunity ‘ 


to make a eee in support of H. R. 627, the military lands bill. 

The bill so far as I am concerned, has two major provisions. The first 

would make it necessary for the Defense Department to secure con- : 
gressional approval of all military withdrawals of land in excess of 

5,000 acres. The second provision would make compliance with State 

game and fish laws mandatory on all military reservations. 

As a sportsman myself, I have long been interested in the consery 
tion of our wildlife resources. While there have been some abuses on 
military reservations in the past, I take the view that this legislation 
is not directed to that but, rather is a broad affirmative step toward 
the future preservation of our wildlife resources. 

This is a matter that concerns sportsmen all over the country. Dur- 
ing the last 2 decades, military land areas have greatly increased. 
According to figures which were presented last year and brought out 
in your record, land held by military agencies totals more than 25 
million acres. Despite reductions in our military forces since World 
War ITI, I am informed additional land requests totaling some 9 mil- 
lion acres are pending at the present time. 

In the State of Missouri alone, as of January 1, 1955, there were 
more than 132,000 acres of land under military control. 

As a member of the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission, I 
have some responsibility in the acquisition of wildlife refuges. The 
establishment of a wildlife refuge is generally a slow process. It in- 
volves many legal and other factors which frequently makes it neces- 

sary to acquire lands for this purpose on an acre-at-a-time basis. 
Since World War II, total purchase acquisitions amount to only 
186,626 acres for conservation purposes. 

I might also mention that cooperative arrangements have been 
made with the military authorities in some sections in connection 
with the land use for wildlife and conservation purposes. These ar 
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rangements are largely informal and while we have found the military 
authorities generally cooperative, conservation needs come second. 

When you consider the huge military withdrawals and the small 
amount of land that has been acquired for conservation purposes over 
the last 10 years, the need for this legislation is much more apparent. 
From the standpoint of conservation, we have actually lost more 
ground than we have gained. 

I have received many letters from Missouri sportsmen urging the 
passage of this legislation. In addition, it has the endorsement of 
the Conservation Commission of the State of Missouri. I hope the 
committee will give favorable consideration to this bill. 

I thank you. If there are any questions, I will be glad to try to 
answer them. 

The CHatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Karsten. We are very 
happy indeed to have you here and have that statement in support of 
this legislation. 

If there are no questions, the Chair will recognize Mr. Budge, a 
former member of our committee, who is coauthor of this legislation. 
Mr. Budge was a valuable member of this committee for a number of 
years. He now has returned to his position on the Committee on 
Appropriations, where we are glad to have him, although we regret 
to lose him on this committee. We are sorry you could not be on both 
committees, Hamer. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHatrman. We realize, of course, these two committees are 
so Important and contention to get on them is so great that it is dif- 
ficult to move to an important committee lke Appropriations and re- 
tain a spot also on this committee. 

Mr. Buper. I note that the chairman now has a lower echelon and 
the committee has expanded since I was privileged to be a member. 

The CxHarrman. I am going to have to start putting in a balcony 
if they give us very many more ‘members. 

We are glad to have you back with us and will be glad to hear your 
statement with reference to this legislation. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAMER H. BUDGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, first I should like to commend the chair- 
man for continuing the hearings on this problem. It is a continuing 
problem and one which is becoming more acute as it progresses. 

For example, in my own State of Idaho, the percentage of Federal 
ownership of land is constantly increasing. That in itself might not 
be so bad were it not accompanied by an also constant effort by the 
various agencies of the Federal Government, including the Department 
of Defense, to exclude the citizens of the State from the use of the 
land which is placed in Federal ownership. 

I would particularly like to invite the Chair's attention and the 
committee's attention to a portion of the bill, H. R. 575, which I do 
not. believe is included in the other bills, and to me it represents an im- 
portant feature of this legislation if it is to be passed by the Congress. 

Briefly, I refer to section 2 of H. R. 575, which would place all of 
the land which is eventually released by the defense agencies back on 
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the same status which that land held the day before it was withdrawn 
for defense purposes. 

I am assuming that in the near future, and certainly eventually, a 
great deal of this land which has been withdrawn will be declared sur- 
plus by the defense agencies, and I should like to have the legislation 
provide that when that occurs the land shall revert to the same public 
Jand status which it had prior to the withdrawal. 

I hope that the committee will give attention to that specific feature. 

I should like to again state my support of the basic principles of this 
legislation, and I hope that the committee will take favorable action. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Budge. 

It is the Chair’s recollection that this legislation “does provide that 
military withdrawals which lose their status as military reservations 
will not hereafter, with certain exceptions, be called general surplus 
and managed through the General Services Administration as sur- 

lus property but will be returned to the : agency from which they were 
first reserved. 

If Iam not correct about that, I would like the counsel to correct me. 

The exception to be made is where improvements have occurred 
which have significantly altered the character of the property and 
made it impossible to again utilize it in its original form. Such as, 
for instance, where you have a huge military ‘installation and have 
great runways, warehouses, and hangars, and so forth, oftimes those 
cannot be reconv erted, and, in fact, possible utilization of those areas 
for industrial development and industrial sites dictate the manage- 
ment of those as surplus areas through the General Services Admin- 
istration as surplus property rather than as a return to the Bureau of 
Land Management or the National Forest Service for the original 
purpose for which they were held prior to the time of withdrawal. 

So we do have that in mind, Mr. Budge, and we intend to look at it. 

Thank you very much for your statement. We appreciate your 
coming here, and you are invited to stay with us if you desire to do so. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. The importance of this legislation is indicated, I 
think, by the splendency and resplendence we have today of high mili- 
tary personnel i in the audience and on the list of witnesses. 

The Chair will read the list of witnesses before you. 

From the Office of the Secretary of Defense the principal witness is 
Mr. Ben P. Gale, Director of Real Property Management, Office of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Properties and Installations. 
He has with him as supporting witnesses Mr. Jack L. Stempler, As- 
sistant General Counsel; Mr. Fred H. Rooney, Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Properties and Installations; Mr. Robert 
Whittet, Office of the Assistant Secretary of .Defense for Properties 
and Installations; Mr. Andrew C. Mayer, Office of the General Coun- 
sel; Col. Carmon A. Rogers, Office of the Assistant Secretary of De- 
fense for Supply and Logistics; and Comdr. Charles B. Reinhardt, 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower, Person- 
nel, and Reserve. 

For the Department of the Air Force the principal witness is Mr. 
George S. Robinson, Deputy Special Assistant for Installations, Office 
of Secretary of the Air Force. Supporting witnesses are Col, Joseph 
I’. Brannock, Directorate of Operations; Col. Arthur D. Powers, 
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Office of the Assistant for Development Programing; Lt. Col. Ben- 
jamin E. Royal, Office of the Provost Marshal; Lt. Col. David H. 
MacGhee, Ollice of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installations; 
Maj. Lewis B. Thompson, Directorate of Operations; and Mr. Elmo 
J. Ceconi, Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installations. 

From the Department of the Army the principal witness is Mr. 
Robert D. King, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Financial Manage- 
ment, Office of the Secretary of the Army. Supporting witnesses are 
Maj. "Eames L. Yates, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Per- 
sonnel; Mr. Edwin M. Gowen, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Logistics; and Mr. Milton A. Pearl, Office of the Chief of 
Engineers. 

The principal witness from the Department of the Navy is Vice 
Adm. Herbert G. Hopwood, Deputy Chief of Staff for Naval Opera- 
tions for Logistics. Supporting witnesses are Capt. A. S. Miller, 
Naval Petroleum Reserves; Comdr. Emory C. Smith, Naval Pe- 
troleum Reserves; Comdr Andrew M. Egeland, Bureau of Yards and 
Docks; and Mr. Wilford P. Tiencken, Bureau of Yards and Docks. 

The first witness is the representative of the Secretary of Defense, 
Mr. Ben P. Gale, Director of Real Property Management, Office of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Properties and Installations, 

Mr. Gale, do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Gaz. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Gale, you may be seated if you wish and call 
to your side such of your assistants as you desire to have with you 
during your testimony. 

Mr. Gare. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. It would be appreciated if you would identify your 
assistants for the record and in order that the committee members 
know who is sitting where. 


STATEMENT OF BEN P. GALE, DIRECTOR OF REAL PROPERTY MAN- 
AGEMENT, OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
FOR PROPERTIES AND INSTALLATIONS; ACCOMPANIED BY JACK 
L. STEMPLER, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL; FRED H. ROONEY, 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR PROP- 
ERTIES AND INSTALLATIONS; ANDREW C. MAYER, OFFICE OF 
THE GENERAL COUNSEL; AND COL. CARMON A. ROGERS, OFFICE 
OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR SUPPLY AND 
LOGISTICS 


Mr. Gate. Mr. Chairman, I am Ben P. Gale, Director of Real 
Property Management, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense, 
Properties and Installations. 

This is Mr. Jack Stempler, Assistant General Counsel, Office of 
the Secretary of Defense. This is Mr. Fred Rooney, Assistant Direc- 
tor of Real Property Management, Office of the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Properties and Installations. 

We have also Mr. Mayer from Mr. Stempler’s office, and Colonel 
Rogers from the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Sup- 
ply and Logistics. 
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The Cuamman. Thank you very much, Mr. Gale. You may pro- 
ceed. Without objection, the witness may proceed without interrup- 
tion to finish his statement. How long will it take you, Mr. Gale? 

Mr. Gate. It is very short, sir. 

The Carman. Without objection, the witness may proceed to 
read his statement and then we will proceed with the questioning. 

Mr. Gaur. I should like to state briefly the views of the Department ) 
of Defense on the pending bill, H. R. 627. A more detailed formal 
report has been submitted to the committee as you indicated, Mr. : 
Chairman. 

As stated in the report on this bill, submitted by the Air Force as the | 
action agency, the Department of Defense does not object, subject 
to certain qualifications set forth below, to the primary purpose of the 
bill, which is to require that withdrawals or reservations of public 
lands for defense purposes, where the lands to be withdrawn or re- 
served exceed 5,000 acres be authorized by an act of Congress. 

Certain provisions in earlier bills to which the Department of De- 
fense took objection have now been so modified as to eliminate such 
objections. The Department does believe, however, that the recent 
codification of military law makes it desirable that those provisions 
of the bill which relate to hunting and fishing become, if enacted, a 
part of title 10 of the United States Code. Language which would 
accomplish this purpose has been included in the report on the bill as 
a drafting service to the committee. 

However, there still remains a number of serious problems in con- 

nection with this proposed legislation. The present bill, like H. R. 
12185 of the 84th Congress, specifically includes the outer Continental 
Shelf lands in its definition of public lands. However, such lands are 
not under existing law “withdrawn or reserved,” but are merely 
“designated * * * as restricted from exploration and operation.” 

As the committee is aware, some of these lands have been set aside 
as warning areas for defense purposes prior to the enactment of the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act and certain other areas have been 
“designated” pursuant to that act but not yet approved by the Presi- 
dent. The Department feels strongly that the bill should not be given 
retroactive application to these warning and designated areas. Fur- 
thermore, as to the bill’s application to future “designations,” the 
present language should be clarified. 

While it appears from the bill as presently worded that the Presi- 

dent’s authority under existing law to set aside as naval petroleum 
reserves any lands already withdrawn or reserved is not impaired, it 
appears that the bill would preclude the President from withdrawing 
or reserving additional lands for such purposes. The Department of 
Defense considers it essential that the President retain this authority. 
The bill recognizes the fact that naval petroleum reserves present a 
different problem from that of other withdrawn lands, and has spe- 
cifically excluded them from that provision of the bill (sec. 6), making 
other withdrawn or reserved lands subject to nonmilitary use. The 
report contains suggested language to accomplish this purpose. 

Section 6 of the bill as now drafted would permit out-leasing of the 
mineral interests in public lands set aside for military purposes. We 
feel it of vital importance that a condition should not be created by 
the enactment of this bill wherein nonmilitary activities on lands 
withdrawn for defense purposes could impair the effectiveness of 
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military operations and, thus, defeat the purpose for which such public 
lands have been set aside. Accordingly, we feel it mandatory that 
the Secretary of Defense have the authority to preclude such use of 
withdrawn or reserved lands where it is inconsistent with their mili- 
tary use. 

Mr. Chairman, we would be glad to attempt to answer any questions 
you or your committee may wish to raise on our position with respect 
to the bill. But before concluding my statement, I would like to 
indicate that Mr. Fred H. Rooney of my office is prepared to present 


a report on our program for review of the real property holdings of 
the military departments. 


(Mr. Rooney’s report is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Fred H. Rooney, Assistant 
Director of Real Property Management, Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Properties and Installations). I am pleased to present this report 
on the program for review of the real property holdings required for use by the 
military departments. 

Because of time limitations and circumstances, which will be explained, our 
report to you at this time must be of an interim nature—in short, a progress 
report. Notwithstanding that fact, we can assure you that progress has been 
made, is being made, and will continue to be made as our review continues. In 
substantiation of that assurance, we can give you, as of this date, the following 
information concerning studies of real property holdings which have been made 
by the military departments; the evaluation of these studies by the Cffice of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations) ; the results 
obtained so far in terms of properties recommended as excess to military require- 
ments; and the actions which are still required to obtain maximum continuing 
results. Representatives of the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
are prepared to discuss pending applications for withdrawal of lands of the 
public domain and the utilization of specific holdings, and will present such 
pertinent data as you may require concerning these matters. 

In the course of hearings held by this committee during the last session of 
the Congress, it was assumed by the committee and by Department of Defense 
representatives that all of the real property studies required by DOD Directive 
4165.20 could be made during the calendar year 1956 and evaluations completed ; 
findings would have been related to proposed withdrawals and new acquisitions ; 
and independent, measured judgments made by the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations) concerning overall and 
specific requirements for, and utilization of, real property by the military depart- 
ments. We have made demonstrable progress in this direction, but a great deal 
more work remains to be done before our mutual objectives are accomplished. 

DOD Directive 4165.20 was issued on August 27, 1955. This directive required 
that studies be made of each real property holding by the military departments, 
established basic policy governing the retention or disposal of such property, 
and alse established criteria to be used in making the studies. The directive 
also provided that reports with conclusions in each case be submitted to the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations) by 
August 27, 1956. From experience gained during the past months, we have 
learned that this was not a realistic schedule. It should be emphasized that this 
is an undertaking of tremendous proportions and is being conducted without the 
benefit of guiding precedents. For example, in May 1956, the Office of the Chief 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, found it necessary to conduct a 6-weeks 
indoctrination course, attended by representatives of division and district offices, 
on the review and reporting techniques of this program. 

Due to the scope and unique factors inherent in the undertaking, many of the 
reports were inadequate and had to be returned to station level of the military 
departments for clarification and/or supplemental information. As a result, 
this office had only received 490 (or approximately 22 percent) of a total of 
2,153 reports from the military departments within 1 year after the issuance 
of DOD Directive 4165.20. During the period from September through January 
15, 1957, this office received 983 reports. Six hundred eighty reports still remain 
to be submitted to the Office, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and 
Installations). The submission of approximately 45 percent of all scheduled 
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reports during the relatively short period from September to January 15, 1957, m 

has made it impossible for this office to arrive at satisfactory, independent con- sl 

clusions concerning the utilization of, and requirements for, real property 

holdings of the military departments. G 
However, this situation has not precluded the forming of judgments on spe- ti 

cific holdings which we have had the opportunity to evaluate. The reports which ee 

have been submitted to date by the three military departments pursuant to the 2 

above directive show that 1,056,083 acres of land, iogether with improvements, is 


costing $345,201,036, are excess to the requirements of the military department a 
having custody and control. The properties recommended as excess include land f 
acquired in fee and public domain, and, with the exception of two holdings il 
which are presently being processed as excess, do not include lands recom- h 
mended by the Department of the Air Force Weapons Range Board as being 
excess to Air Force bombing and gunnery range requirements. The findings I 
and recommendations of the Weapons Range Board report have been referred § 
to the Air Staff for implementation upon its determination that they are opera- a 
tionally and economically feasible. Representatives of the Department of the i 
Air Force will present a current report relative to the present status of such f 
recommendations. 1 
When these properties have been screened by the military department having ] 
custody and control, with the other military departments, and after concurrence ‘ 
has been obtained from the Armed Services Committees, it is believed that a € 
substantial part of such properties will be reported to General Services Admin- 
istration for disposal. 
Although not a true comparison, this potentially excess property may be } 
measured in the light of actual declarations of excess reported by the Depart- 
ment of Defense to the General Services Administration during the period July 
1, 1954, through December 31, 1956, as follows: First half of fiscal year 1957, , 
21,905 acres which cost $43,981,000; fiscal year 1956, 33,578 acres which cost | 
$89,999,000 ; fiscal year 1955, 13,184 acres which cost $30,730,000. | 
Experience gained in administering this program during its first cycle has 
revealed steps that should be taken, and which we are in the process of taking, 
to improve the substance of reports and to achieve maximum results in the 
future. In evaluating reports on nonindustrial holdings, the Office, Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations) takes into consideration 
the following factors: 
Essentiality of missions. 
Appropriateness of facilities for essential missions in terms of size, loca- 
tions, and value. 
Essentiality of individual installations in the light of overall capacities. 
Costs of operation and maintenance and remaining economic life. 
Time phasing of maximum mobilization utilization. 
Practicability of joint utilization. 
Effect of technological advances on stated requirements. 
Extent to which each integral part of an installation is utilized in terms 
of sorties, man-hours, measurement tons, or other appropriate units, and 
the practicability of such utilization. 
DOD directive is being amended to provide for the submission of additional 
factual data as a basis for considered judgments in the light of these factors. 
Such data will include color coded land utilization maps, with overlays to indi- 
cate outleased areas, contamination areas, and the value of outstanding interests, 
together with statistics as to the extent of utilization in erms of man-hours, 
sorties, or other appropriate units of measurement. Such data is essential to 
objective analyses, and, generally, they were not submitted with reports received 
during the first cycle of the program. 
It has also been learned that it is necessary to make special studies of total 
capacities of, and overall requirements for, entire categories of properties in 
order to determine whether individual holdings within such categories should 
be retained. For example, studies of military port terminals are being made 
to determine the extent to which military cargoes can be handled by private 
enterprise and which, if any, port facilities currently held by military depart- 
ments can be disposed of subject to protective covenants. Analysis is being made 
of the entire military depot system in conjunction with the Office, Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Supply and Logistics), for the purpose of achieving maxi- 
mum cross-service utilization and assuring that all nonessential space is elimi- 
nated. Studies of all airfields are being initiated to identify those that are out- 
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moded and those which cannot economically be expanded, as well as those which 
should be disposed of for other than airport purposes. 

The Department of the Army has been requested to establish a Board of 
General Officers to review and recommend current and future requirements for 
training camps with consideration given Ny the most recent mobilization con- 
cepts and technological advances. Training camps presently held comprise 3,842,- 
271 acres of land and cost originally $1.8 billion. Such a comprehensive study 
is the only practical means of determining which, if any, of the individual camps 
are no longer required. The Department of the Navy also has been requested to 
furnish more detailed and specific information relative to its training and test- 
ing ranges. Other categories of property will be programed for such compre- 
hensive study on a continuing basis. 

The attention of your committee is invited to the necessity for use by the 
Department of Defense of warning areas over lands of the Outer Continental 
Shelf. For many years, we have been using certain defined over-the-water 
areas, principally in the Gulf of Mexico, for national defense purposes as air-to- 
air gunnery and rocketry ranges, Navy fleet and submarine operating areas, and 
Army firing ranges. These areas and ranges are essential for training combat 
forces and, solely because of their availability, multi-million-dollar installations 
have been constructed and expanded on the mainland at nearby locations. Repre- 
sentatives of the three military departments are prepared to testify as to the 
essentiality of these ranges. 

Public Law 212, 838d Congress, provided that such areas would be restricted 
from mineral exploration and operation, provided they were expressly desig- 
nated by the Secretary of Defense and approved by the President. Subsequent 
to the passage of that legislation, the Secretary of Defense designated the areas 
necessary for national defense. These designations were forwarded to the 
Bureau of the Budget, and that office effected interdepartmental coordination as 
a prerequisite to presentment to the President for approval. When the Depuart- 
ment of the Interior objected to many of the designations, representatives of 
Interior and Defense (supported by representatives of the military departments) 
had several conferences and realined several designated warning areas to facili- 
tate proposed leasing by Interior. Further efforts to secure accord were held 
in abeyance pending action of a definitive nature on bill H. R. 12185. 

As you know, the Armed Services Committees review all acquisitions of land 
proposed by the military departments having a value in excess of $25,000. Objec- 
tions have frequently been raised by these committees during consideration of 
projects for (1) acquisition from private owners of title to lands having a min- 
eral-deposit potential, and (2) acquisition from private owners of their interests 
in land withdrawn from the public domain for use as bombing, rocketry, and 
gunnery ranges. The principal objections were that it would close the areas to 
mineral exploration and operation, hunting, fishing, and recreational pursuits, 


and in many instances would contaminate the lands to the extent that they could 
be used in the future only if “dedudding 


g” action would be accomplished at a 

near-prohibitive cost. 
Repeatedly an alternative suggestion has been made by those committees to 
establish the ranges “over water,” which on a comparative basis would be 
economically less objectionable since it (1) eliminates the contamination factor, 


2) does not remove land from tax rolls, and (3) conserves the maximum 


acreage of privately owned lands and public domain for current and future min- 
eral exploration. Department of Defense has consgientiously made efforts in its 
planning to follow the above suggestions as the lesser of two evils, since the 
training must be perpetuated, and the use of large areas, rather than small areas, 
is so essential. 

In order to provide control of the military requirement for withdrawal of 
public domain land, DOD Directive 4165.12 has been amended to require ap- 
proval of the Office, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installa- 
tions) as a prerequisite to acquiring use by any means of the public domain 
lands having an estimated current value in excess of $25,000 or in excess of 
500 acres. Previously, approval of our Office was required only when an expendi- 
ture in excess of $25,000 was involved. 

As you know, there have been no Defense withdrawals approved by the 
Department of the Interior following the request of the chairman of this com- 
mittee. It appears that consideration should be given to authorizing the Depart- 
ment of the Interior to approve withdrawals involving less than 5,000 acres of 
public domain land in those cases where the same has been approved by the 
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Office, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations). This 
suggestion is consistent with H. R. 627 which will be considered by your com- 
mittee within the near future. 

The Department of Defense believes that many properties of high value which 
are currently serving essential defense purposes can be disposed of and less costly 
replacement properties acquired. This is predicated on the knowledge that 
many military installations, originally sited in suburban areas, are now partially 
or completely surrounded by urban development. The dollar value of these 
Government holdings has multiplied; but simultaneously, the potential use by 
the military department concerned has been lessened and necessary expansion 
almost completely prohibited. Acquisition of substitute property would permit: 
(1) more advantageous siting on low-cost lands, (2) substantial benefits to both 
civil and military interests, and (3) reasonable assurance of room for expansion 
in event of mobilization. Disposal of the property currently held would be 
effected only if concurrent arrangements are made for acquisition and disposal. 
It is also believed that many of the industrial plants held by the military depart- 
ments which are not excess to current or mobilization requirements can produce 
all goods and services required for defense purposes, if privately owned, provided 
the availability of production capacity is assured. Legislation to authorize ac- 
complishment of the above objectives will be introduced in this session of the 
Congress. 

Your committee is to be commended for its thorough study of the procedures 
for the control and utilization of the real property holdings of the military 
departments. It is to be further commended for having emphasized the impor- 
tance of, and necessity for, a full, coordinated control procedure within the 
Department of Defense to evaluate requests for withdrawal of public domain 
land. It is regretted that the magnitude of the problem has made it impossible 
to make a complete and comprehensive report at this time. The Department of 
Defense, however, is making every effort to carry out the objectives of your 
committee for controlling the military use of public domain land. It is believed 
we are making real progress in the establishment of a sound program to insure 
independent judgments as to the essentiality of current holdings, to the need for 
wit?)drawals from the public domain, and to the validity of requirements for 
acquisition of privately owned interests. 

The full development of this program will insure maximum utilization of the 
real property holdings of the military departments. Our review and analysis is 
continuing, as rapidly as our personnel limitations will permit, and your com- 
mittee will be kept advised of our progress. 


The Cuarrman. Mr. Gale, as I read your statement, you have gen- 
erally approved this legislation, but you make four points with refer- 
ence to it. 

The first is that you believe whatever provisions are in the bill 
relating to hunting and fishing should be made a part of title 10 of 
the United States Code. I assume that is merely a mechanic. 

Mr. Gauge. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatmman. For the purpose of having all the law on 1 subject 
in 1 place. 

Mr. Gaz. That is correct. 

The CuHatrmMan. And the comment does not go, then, to the merits 
of the provision ? 

Mr. Gate. No, sir; we subscribe to the merits. 

The Cuatrman. But only to the mechanical placement of the pro- 
vision in the law? 

Mr. Gate. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. In order that those looking up the law will not 


have to look in two different places and perhaps look in one and not 
the other. 


Mr. Gate. Yes, sir. 
The Cuarrman. The second point is with reference to the outer 
Continental Shelf, which you say has not heretofore been considered 
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as withdrawn or reserved but merely designated as restricted from 
exploration and operation. 

Your objection, I take it, is to the bill operating retroactively with 
reference to these areas. Is that right? 

Mr. Gaux. That is correct, sir. The warning areas 

The Carman. Would it be correct to say, if the bill does not 
operate retroactively, it does not operate at all? 

Mr. Gate. With respect to future areas that might be designated, 
the bill would operate, I believe, sir, the way we regard it. 

The Cuarrman. What I am driving at is this: that if the bill does 
not operate retroactively with reference to those areas, it would not 
at all, would it? 

Mr. Gate. Well, sir, we feel that those areas which have been desig- 
nated in the past should be regarded as areas restricted for defense 
purposes. Future areas that may be designated under the authority 
contained in Public Law 212 would come in under this particular bill. 

Mr. Strempter. Mr. Chairman, I think, in the first instance, the 
language of the bill is not absolutely clear, by using the words “with- 
drawn or reserved,” as to whether it is intended to apply to designa- 
tions under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act. 

The first question is: Did the bill intend to do this? 

It appears that this is the case because in your definition you include 
the outer Continental Shelf. But the definition of the word is some- 
what different. Assuming that the bill did intend to cover designa- 
tions, then the question remains: Should the bill apply to those desig- 
nations which have been made by the Secretary of Defense but are not 
at this juncture approved by the President ? 

The second question is: The warning areas were set aside by the 
President prior to the passage of the Continental Shelf Act and are 
not designations nor withdrawals or reservations. As to those, it is 
our feeling this act should not apply. 

The Crairman. It is my belief that this bill would not abrogate or 

cancel any military reservations already made. In other words, we 
are not going to wipe out Tonapah or Nellis or any other range. 

Mr. Srempuer. If that be the case, then the question of the warning 
areas would be excluded from the bill; warning areas set aside by the 
President prior to the passage of the Outer Continental Shelf Act 
would remain inviolate. But if the committee intends that designa- 
tions be excluded—in other words, the designations under the Outer 
Continental Shelf Act have not been actually accomplished until the 
President makes his final finding on it. This has not been done. 

The CHarrman. What you are saying is that this bill should not 
apply not only to any areas you now occupy but any you have staked 
out. Is that it? 

Let me get the answer to the question. I want to find out just what 
you are up to, because I know there are about 8 million acres in appli- 
cations pending here, and it is our intention to make this bill applicable 
to those. In other words, the intention of the bill is very plain: It 

covers the 8 million acres, it seems to me, in applications now pending. 
It does not make sense to pass this bill and exclude not only all you have 
but everything you have asked for. ‘That is the reason for this. 

The reason this bill came along is because the military applications 
were so staggering in size that something had to be done about it. 
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The present holdings of the military are equal to a road 1414 miles 
wide from New York to San Francisco. If you get the additional 8 
million acres for which applications are currently pending, the strip 
would be nearly 1814 miles wide from New York to San Francisco. 

The reason this bill came into existence was because the military 
got to be such awful land hogs, and we simply had to do something 
about it. . 

Now if the witness is suggesting, and if this statement means, that 
you do not want this bill to apply to anything you now have—and we 
concede that we cannot rout you off areas you now have—what I am 
trying to find out is whether or not you are saying to this committee 
that this law, if passed, should not apply to areas where you have not 
formalized your claims but merely have staked out claims in the nature 
of anplications. Now which is it? 

Mr. Strempter. I was not addressing my remarks to anything other 
than the outer Continental Shelf. As to the territory within the 
States, the bill certainly would apply. 

The CuarrmMan. T understand that. But we do not regard the outer 
Continental Shelf in a light fundamentally different than we do other 
areas that are involved in this legislation, although the legal basis 
for proceeding out there in that area is very much more complicated 
and difficult than it is on the ordinary public lands. 

But what I am asking you is whether or not you are saying you want 
us to exclude from this legislation the areas applied for in the outer 
Continental Shelf which have not as yet been formalized by a direct 
grant of some sort. Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Stempter. That is what we are saying. We preface the re- 
mark with what we feel is perhaps a technical matter. The bill as 
now drafted is not perfectly clear whether outer Continental Shelf 
lands would be included, due to the technical distinction between 
“withdrawn or reserved” as opposed to “designation.” 

Mr. Rnopes. Mr. Chairman, I think it might be well for the com- 
mittee to have a definition of those terms—“designated” as differing 
from “withdrawn” and the other terms. I do not think I know it. 

The Crateman. If you look on page 2 of the statement, the second 
paragraph— 
certain other areas have been “designated,” pursuant to that act but not yet ap- 
proved by the President. 

As I gathered from Mr. Gale’s statement, what he wants to do is to 
exclude from the operation of the act the areas designated but not yet 
formally approved by the President. Isthat right? 

Counsel is trying to get my attention here. 

Mr. Asrorr. If I may, Mr. Chairman. On page 1, line 6, of H. R. 
627 is language which was incorporated in the bill transmitted by the 
committee to the House and approved by the House— 
the provisions hereof shall apply to the withdrawal and reservation for, restric- 
tion of, and utilization by, the Department of Defense for defense purposes of 
the public lands of the United States * * * 

The insertion of the word “restriction” could have been intended to 
apply only to that portion of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act 
which gives to the Secretary of Defense authority to designate areas 
as restricted from exploration and operation, under Section 12 (d). 
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The emphasis, I believe, Mr. Chairman, should be on “restricted.” 
That goes to status. After the fact is accomplished, these lands would 
be restricted. 

The designation has no more significance in public-land law than 
does the procedure that the Defense Department goes through in 
public lands where lands are segregated by reason of an application. 

What I believe the witnesses are saying is that the lands presently 
designated by the Secretary of Defense for restriction from operation 
or exploration and operation of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands 
Act, amounting to somewhere between 15 and 35 million acres of air- 
space reservation off the coast of Louisiana, or in any case the gulf 
coast, and carrying with it the restriction from exploration and opera- 
tion of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, would not come within 
the congressionalapproval. Isthat correct ? 

Mr. Sremerer. Yes. I think you have laid it out very clearly. 

Mr. Azrorr. Let me ask, if 1 may, Mr. Chairman, two basic ques- 
tions. 

Do you feel that the words “restriction of” apply to and modify the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act ? 

Mr. Srempter. I think, in light of this discussion, it is clear that the 
committee intended to do this, when you read the next page dealing 
with the definition of public lands. We did get into a discussion with 
the committee as to technical words, but we assume the committee in- 
tended to cover this. 

Mr. Asprort. Is it not a fact that, with respect to the areas desig- 
nated by the Secretary of Defense, and involving X acres, something 
in excess of 15 million acres, that the State Department and the De- 
partment of the Interior have conferred with the Department of De- 
fense on several occasions and that the matter was left, I believe, in 
the Executive Office of the President for decision, and that that de- 
cision has not yet been made ? 

Mr. Roonry. The matter has not been presented to the President 
as yet. A number of conferences were held with the Interior and 
the State Department, and it was determined that we should suspend 
further meetings pending the outcome of this bill now being 
considered. 

Mr. Arsort. Could you state what the over-water acreage involved 
is in these designations to which reference has been made? 

Mr. Roonry. I do not know the number of acres that are involved. 
We use the coordinates to designate the areas, and as far as I know we 
have never run the acreage. 

Mr. Assorr. But do you know whether in fact a part of the lands 
are within and a part without the outer Continental Shelf jurisdiction 
area ? 

Mr. Rooney. That is true, 

Mr. Assorr. A part of them are within the outer Continental Shelf 
jurisdiction area? 

Mr. Reonry. And part of them are without. 

Mr. Assorr. If those lands were excepted from the operation of 
this act, it would automatically mean that the Secretary of the Interior 
could not proceed to lease those lands for petroleum exploration and 
operation ? 
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Mr. Rooney. I think the answer to that would have to be “Yes,” 
as you phrase the question. On the other hand, the Secretary of the 
Interior, by agreement with the Secretary of Defense, could go ahead 
and outlease those areas for oil and mineral exploration. As a matter 
of fact, on some of the warning areas which we have today we have 
modified those boundaries so that Interior could go ahead and execute 
leases. 

Mr. Assorr. Now you have raised the question of warning areas, 
and at the moment I was trying to avoid that, Mr. Rooney. 

The warning area is a peculiar form of withdrawal, is it not, or 
restriction ¢ 

Mr. Rooney. It is; yes. 

Mr. Assorr. I believe some of your people testified last year that 
by administrative practice or executive practice, and prior, of course, 
to the assertion of sovereignty over the soil and seabed by the United 
States under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, that certain 
Federal agencies did have designated warning areas from, I believe, 
the surface of the water to a given altitude. 

Mr. Rooney. Correct. 

Mr. Assorr. Apart from the discussion on outer Continental Shelf 
lands and what we term “restriction of use of those lands,” you are 
speaking of warning areas, and the Department of Defense would 
like to have it made clear, I believe your position is, that existing 
warning areas, as distinguished from restrictions, should be excepted 
from the operation of the act. 

Mr. Rooney. That is correct. 

Mr. Assorr. Those warning areas, in fact, have existed for a number 
of years; have they not? 

Mr. Rooney. Right. 

Mr. Assort. I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Dr. Miuuter. May I ask one question at this point? 

The Cuarrman. Dr. Miller. 

Dr. Mitter. I was not clear, Mr. Chairman, when the counsel was 
asking the witness relative to the outer Continental Shelf lands. It 
seems to me in your statement you rather indicated—you thought 
perhaps this committee should have no jurisdiction over any lands 
of the outer Continental Shelf. 

Mr. Gate. No, sir; that was not intended. 

Dr. Mitter. Only those lands which you may have designated ? 

Mr. GALE. Sir, sir. 

Dr. Mitirer. What is the difference between the word “designated” 
and “withdrawn or reserved”? Do they all have the same effect when 
they are applied ? 

Mr. Gate. Would you like to answer that, Mr. Stempler? 

Mr. Srempter. I think in the context we are discussing, as your 
counsel outlined, it does have basically the same effect: it restricts 

the utilization. The law reads that the Secretary of Defense “desig- 
nates.” He “designates” it for a specific purpose, which then restricts 
its utilization. “Withdrawn” and “reserved” have been used with 
reference to public lands. 

Dr. Mruier. Is not “designated” a little more temporary condition 
than perhaps “withdrawn”? 

Mr. Srempter. Perhaps a condition precedent to the restriction. 

Dr. Miter. That precedes restriction ? 
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Mr. Srempter. That is right. Procedurally the Secretary of De- 
fense designates, and restriction follows. 

Dr. Mitirr. Do any of the witnesses have any definite idea of how 
many miles of coastline today have been reserved, restricted, or desig- 
nated as an area you want to control? 

Mr. Rooney. No, sir; I do not know that. We can obtain it for 
you. As I indicated there before, we do have certain areas which we 
proposed to the Bureau of the Budget be designated, and they were 
referred to Interior. As I indie ated, a number of meetings were held, 
but so far as I now know we have never run a mileage or acreage 
determination on it. 

The Cratrman. I have a map, Dr. Miller, which I will be glad to 
show you. The east coast is almost completely taken up, the gulf 
coast 1s pretty well taken up, and there are large areas on the Pacific 
coast that are currently taken up. 

The third point, Mr. Gale, appears on page 2, in the last paragraph, 
in which you refer to the language of the bill relating to the ¢ authority 
of the President to set aside naval petroleum reserves. 

Mr. Garr. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. It says: 


It appears that the bill would preclude the President from withdrawing or 
reserving additional lands for such purposes. 


It also says: 


The Department of Defense considers it essential that the President retain this 
authority. 

Would you mind saying why? Would you give your reasons? 
Why should the President “have that authority ? WwW hy should not it 

vest in the Congress as the Constitution provides? 

Mr. Gatr, Mr. Chairman, I believe this matter concerns the De- 
partment of the Navy from an operational standpoint. They are the 
ones primarily concerned with their historical right to explore on 
lands reserved. I think they would be the ones that could best answer 
the need for the continued vesting of authority in the President. 

Counsel might like to comment on this point. 

Mr. Srempter. We feel that the authority vested in the President 
to withdraw or set aside lands for naval petroleum reserves is a 
unique authority. We feel the committee recognized the difference 
between naval petroleum reserve, its history, the genesis of how it 
came about as distinguished from general withdrawals for defense 
purposes. We feel the committee recognized this in your bill, in sec- 
tion 6, where you placed all the minerals and lands withdrawn for 
defense purposes under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the In- 
terior, which would authorize him to out-lease the rights to such 
minerals, but you specifically excluded lands designated or set aside 
for naval petroleum reserves; thus, in our minds, recognizing the some- 
what different position of naval petroleum reserves. As such, we 
felt that the President should retain the authority, the discretionary 
authority, in the future, if he deemed it advisable in the national 
interest, to designate a naval petroleum reserve, without requiring 
an enactment of Congress in the event the reserve in question exceeded 
5,000 acres. 

The CHarrman. For the information of the members who may not 
understand the difference between naval petroleum reserve and ordi- 
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nary naval and military reservations, it is this: that a naval reserva- 
tion can be used for naval operations. 

We had a controversy in this committee over San Nicolas Island, 
off the coast of California, which is a military reservation but is not 
a naval petroleum reserve. In a naval petroleum reserve, the Navy 
has the right to drill and explore for oil. It assumes the basis of a 
naval petroleum reserve is to have a petroleum reserve for the Navy 
in the event of war. 

What this bill says is that the Constitution of the United States 
gives to the Congress and places upon the Congress the responsibility 
over the public lands. Over a period of years, by a slow attrition, by 
application, and by the assertion of authority in the executive branch, 
the Executive has taken over certain aspects of the public lands, 
among which has been the right of defense agencies to parcel out to 
themselves huge chunks of the public domain they got just very nearly 
on the making of an application for it. That is what we propose to 
stop and bring back to Congress. 

The question I asked the Defense witnesses is this: What basic rea- 
son is there for vesting this power in the President as distinguished 
from the Congress? 

We all know this: The President isa busy man. He is worried about 
foreign policy. He has got the budget on his hands of $71 billion 

Mr. Hatey. $72 billion. 

The CuHatrman. $72 billion. I stand corrected. He has high policy 
matters before him. These applications come drifting through there 
and some fellow looks it over, and, if he hands it to the President and 
says it is all right, he probably signs it. Unless there is a big public 
rumpus over it, the President’s attention would never get specifically 
directed to a directive which would set up another naval petroleum 
reserve, any more than it would any other legislation. 

I am not saying this critically of the President. He has too many 
things to do. Not only this President but any President who may 
succeed him or who preceded him simply has not the time. 

It boils down to this: that the authority to create a reserve, a 
petroleum reserve, in the absence of a major public rumpus over it, 
is decided by the Navy itself and a few anonymous people in the 
White House. 

Mr. Asprnautyt. Mr. Chairman, would you yield to me at that point ? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Asptnatu. Does your statement, Mr. Gale, relative to treat- 
ment of naval petroleum reserves also carry with it the oil shale 
petroleum reserves ? 

Mr. Gate. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asptnati. Do you mean to say that, inasmuch as we now have 
a half of our great resource in the Green River oil shale beds belong- 
ing to the Federal Government, it is no longer to be patented but to be 
considered lease lands, that the military should be able to come in and 
take over by withdrawal all of the public lands that are left there pro- 
viding it was all right with the President? 

Mr. Gate. Providing the President determined there was a re- 
quirement. 

Mr. Asprnatt. And you say that in light of what is taking place at 
the present time to protect the Navy’s great oil shale petroleum reserve 
at Rifle, Colo. ? 
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Mr. Gate. I am not informed on that, sir. I would rather direct 
that question to the Navy. 

Mr. Asptnautu. More than likely I should direct it to Captain Miller 
when he comes before the committee. But what you suggest, as our 
chairman has suggested, has great possibilities. 

The Cuamman. Can you think of any logical reason, if there is a 
logical reason, for this power in the Pr esident to set aside naval petro- 
leum reserves, why he should not have a similar power with reference, 
say, to a naval uranium reserve? 

Mr. Hatey. Or any other. 

The Cuatrman. The Navy does not run on petroleum any more than 
the Army does or the Air Force. It takes gasoline to fly those air- 
planes, and presumably there would be equal logic in having an Air 
Force petroleum reserve and giving the President the power simply to 
slice those areas out and take them out of private development. 

In other words, what I am trying to find out is whether or not 
there is any logical premise that justifies this exception from the pro- 
vision of the Constitution which ele: arly places this power and respon- 
sibility in the Congress of the United States. 

The Constitution says: 


The Congress shall have the power to dispose of and make all needful rules 
and regulations respecting the territory or other property belonging to the United 
States. 

If our forefathers were wrong in writing that, and there is some 
logical basis for it, I would be glad to hear it. Otherwise it seems to 
me that this matter should very well rest with Congress. 

Mr. Sremeter. I think we have to start from the present position. 
This bill addresses itself to the proposition that you have just enunci- 
ated of placing in Congress the power which stems from the Con- 
stitution over public lands. At this moment the President has the 
right to withdraw lands for defense purposes, as he also has the right 
to set aside lands for naval petroleum reserves. 

We have agreed to the proposition in the bill that all public lands 
to be withdrawn or reserved should come before this committee and 
secure an act of Congress over 5,000 acres. 

We are saying as to this specific authority, we would like to have 
it remain as at present, and we feel it is in a somewhat different posi- 
tion, at least legislatively. You do have a Naval Petroleum Reserve 
Act. You do have another committee of Congress, with perhaps a 
somewhat different philosophy, looking to the Navy to do certain 
things with the naval petroleum reserves. And so it is our feeling, 
historically at least, that this segment stood somewhat differently 
than public lands in general, and we were asking that it be set aside 
and remain in the status quo rather than be covered by the bill. 

The Cuatrman. Of course, this bill does not affect any present 
naval petroleum reserve. 

Mr. Stemprer. That is quite right; it remains in status quo as with- 
drawn. We are addressing ourselves to the future. 

The Cuarrman: That is right. In nee to that, as you are well 
aware, there is a legal opinion in the Navy Department that they 
have the right to drill and explore for oil on any naval reservation. 
Is that not true? 
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Mr. Sremp.er. I understand that to be true with regard to explora- 
tion. But, as I read this bill, if section 6 were enacted with the amend- 
ment we suggest, I think that would perhaps be a moot question. 

The Cuamman. It certainly would be moot. We would put the 
quietus on that. But it is still down there and that is their idea. 

They are going on out on San Nicolas Island—and the Appropria- 
tions C ommittee said they should not and had no authority to; we 
said they should not and had no authority to; and they disputed it and 
the Comptroller General said they had no authority to—and then 
this summer I find them getting ready to drill out there, and I put 
the Secretary of the Navy on notice he would have to pay the money 
out of his own pocket if he did, and that killed them off a little and 
they did not go ahead with it. But they are the hardest nosed outfit 
that I have ever run across. You close the front door and the back 
door and all the windows and you find them coming down the chimney. 
I suspect the Navy has just been over there arguing with you boys 
and you do not genuinely agree with them at all. 

Mr. Sremexer- San Nicolas would be a good example. As I recall 
the committee’s report, the committee stated they did not believe the 
Navy had authority to explore for oil on the lands set aside for naval 
purposes; such was the situation in San Nicolas; hence they should 
not explore there. 

You also recommended, if considered appropriate and desirable, 
that San Nicolas should become a naval petroleum reserve. 

Now the question before the group here is: Should this become a 
naval petroleum reserve by virtue of the fact that the President 
exercise his present authority to so set it aside? Or is it desirable to 
preclude the President from exercising that authority and make it 
necessary for the Congress to pass a law to so set it aside? 

It is our feeling, looking at the historical pattern of the naval 
petroleum reserves, the legislation now on the books with respect to 
it and, in fairness to the Navy, the somewhat different philosophy of 
another committee, that. this power should remain in the President. 
I think this is our position. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Mr. C hairman, will the gentleman yield? 

The CuatrMan. Of course, it is our view ‘that the Committee on 
Armed Services does not have jurisdiction of that subject matter. 

I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. Epmonpson. If this provision is allowed to remain as it has 
been historically and traditionally, then will not the barn door be 
open to coming in and designating any public lands naval petroleum 
reserves and just getting completely around the purpose and intent 
of this act? 

Mr. Strempcer. Theoretically this would be true; but I think we 
must recognize that the President would not so designate without a 
firm justification and for good reason. It is an authority he has held 
some thirty-odd years and I do not know how many reserves have 
been designated since that time. 

Colonel Rogers. Four. 

Mr. Srempier. Four over that period of time, and we just must 
assume the President will act in good judgment and carefully examine 
whether it should be set aside. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I think that is a fair assumption. But would 
there not be much greater pressure upon him and much greater rea- 
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son—if you were in a hurry to get some land set aside and to do 
so without going through the processes of this act, would there not be 
much greater pressure upon him to follow this designation of the 
petroleum- reserve procedure ¢ 

Mr. Stempter. I think as to those that are interested in having it so 
designated, that is a fair inference—that they would press this avenue. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Srempcer. We did want the committee—I am sure the commit- 
tee is aware historically at least that naval petroleum reserves sit 
little differently than the general public lands. As the chairman has 
outlined, many things have happened in this area that caused it to be 
set aside. 

The CuarrMan. Yes; it is quite different legally. It is just hotter 
than a country stove legally. When you get to dealing with these oil 
reserves, we think Congress is a good place to keep that kind of 
matter. 

Mr. Gale, I am just going to ask one further question and then 
recognize my colleagues. here. 

On page 3 of your statement, you make the fourth point—the first 
relating to the matter of proc ‘edure; the second relating to the Conti- 
nental Shelf; the third being the naval petroleum reserves, which we 
referred to; and the fourth relates to the leasing out of the mineral 
interests as provided in section 6. 

I see your point there, and that is that you would not want a Secre- 
tary of the Interior setting up the use that was wholly inconsistent 
with the basic pur pose for which the area was set aside. 

Mr. Gate. That is correct. 

The CHatrmMan, That is, if some fellow was out there digging 
around and running a mine, you could not very well do gunnery over 
top of the area, much less use it for an area for impacting artillery 
shells or bombs. 

Mr. Garr. That is precisely the situation. 

The Cuamman. We understand that, and that is an appropriate 
point if that is what the bill does. 

Section 3 requires an application to be filed for any withdrawal 
requiring an act of Congress and sets up certain things which should 
be done, and that application for any areas over 5,000 acres will, of 
course, come before Congress. Now, it is my impression—and I may 
be mistaken about it—that we thought we were providing that, wher- 
ever there be a conflict between Interior and the Secretary of Defense 
with reference to the appropriateness of any of the multiple uses 
permitted, those would be decided in congressional hearings. As to 
areas under 5,000 acres, we might have to make some provision. But 
would you not think that we set up a basis for screening out those 
arguments ¢ 

Let’s say, for instance, that the Navy or the Army or the Air Force 
files an applic ation for a hundred thousand acres out in Nevada, and 
the application is set up under section 3 of this bill. The Secretary 
of the Interior says that he wants mining to go on out there because 
of uranium. The Secret: iry of Defense : says, “He cannot do that 
because we intend to use this area in a way that is wholly inconsistent 
with anybody being in there on a commercial basis for the production 
of uranium or anything else, because it would interfere completely 
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with our operation. That argument has to be settled someplace, : 
Your statement says the argument should be settled by a veto power in 
in the Secretary of Defense. Our bill says that the argument would 

be settled by the committee when it passed the act permitting the area di 
to be used. Those difficulties would then be settled before a third 0} 
body, the Congress itself, and the multiple use permitted would be m 
the one permitted in the act of Congress. A 

Mr. WestLanp. Will the chairman yield there? Ww 

The Cuarrman, Yes. ' 

Mr. WestLanp. That would apply to new requests for reservations, In 
but what about lands already withdrawn ? 

The Cuarrman. That is right, and I was going to get to that; but cl 
we are just talking about the applications ahead. m 

I think there are two places where this could not apply: First, the cl 
areas under 5,000 acres; and, secondly, the operation of section 6 to SC 
lands already held. You would not have any place where the two 
Cabinet officers could get their arguments settled unless they went P 
further up, of course, in the executive branch. Ordinarily the Presi- 1 
dent has designated the Bureau of the Budget, I believe, to untangle 
those arguments. st 

But Mr. Gale suggests that the solution of it be a veto power in the N 
Secretary of Defense, which, of course, would give them the power, W 
and the arbitrary power if they wanted to exercise it arbitrarily, to t) 
simply shut off all multiple use for mining purposes, uranium or I 
otherwise. a 

What I am asking, Mr. Gale, is whether or not, with reference to 
areas of 5,000 acres or more, the application procedure does not answer r 
the problem. A 

Mr. Gate. Well, the Department of Defense did not think so. g 

Counsel probably could point that up. 

Mr. Srempter. I think the point is well taken that when you come 
before the committee with your proposition as to why you want to t 
withdraw, you have laid down a number of criteria that ostensibly b 
would at that time settle a multiple-use situation. But what we en- 
visioned as a clear possibility is something along this order: that you 1 
settle something as to multiple use or unilateral use at that time. The I 
land is then withdrawn. Three or four years later, through explora- v 
tion as the Secretary of the Interior would lease out, a new use comes I 
into being, and that use is incompatible with the then present purpose 
which the military is using the land for. We felt that then we should c 
not allow a condition to be created wherein an incompatible interest, V 
beneficial in its own right, would come to create a situation inconsistent 
with the military purpose, and we felt the Secretary of Defense would I 
be in the best position to determine as to whether the operations of 
Interior and its leasing arrangements were inconsistent with this. 

The Cuareman. That is the question. We do not dispute the cor- 
rectness of what you say, that is, that it would be futile to have a mili- 
tary reservation which could not be used for the purposes for which 
the military reservation was created because of authorized incon- 
sistent uses. The question is whether or not the right to make the 
decision should be in the nature of a veto power in the hands of the 
Secretary of Defense. There is the nub of the case. ; 

Mr. Abbott. ; 
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Mr. Assorr. Mr. Chairman, I am inclined to disagree with the 
interpretation of the Department of Defense. : 

First, as to existing reservations or withdrawals, the word “with- 
drawal” itself, as I am sure you will agree, means withdrawal from 
operation of the public-land laws, which includes mining entry, 
mineral-leasing entry, materials entry, stock grazing entry, and so on. 
As to existing reservations, there need be no fear that an existin 
withdrawal order which prohibits entry under the public-land laws 
would do anything but bar the Secretary of the Interior from accept- 
ing an application for mineral leasing, for example. 

As to future applications, I am in complete agreement with the 
chairman that the clear reason for section 3 is to provide whether 
mining will go forward in a new withdrawal, and, if so, under what 
circumstances; whether mineral leasing, whether stock grazing, and 
so on. 

Now, as to the purpose of section 6, perhaps the Office of Naval 
Petroleum Reserves knows better than any other agency of the Depart- 
ment of Defense why that provision is in there. 

This committee had assumed—and its report on the bill last year so 
states, that until the appearance of the witnesses from the Office of 
Naval Petroleum Reserves that there were only four basic laws under 
which minerals, including oil and gas, to which the United States has 
title could be utilized and developed—the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act, the Acquired Lands Act, the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, 
and the Mining Law of 1872, as amended. 

The position the Navy took in here was that, if you create a naval 
reservation, it ipso facto—interpreting the Naval Petroleum Reserve 
Act of 1920, as amended—carries with it a right to explore for oil and 
gas and associated hydrocarbons. 

The logical projection of that argument was-—and I believe in re- 
sponse to a question of the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Aspinall— 
that the Navy could mine coal on an air strip if the coal happened to 
be there. 

The clear intention of section 6 is to say that, if there is to be mining, 
if there is to be mineral leasing, if there is to be oil and gas development 
included within that mineral leasing, it can only be done—excepting 
within naval petroleum reserves established as such—under the four 
named laws. 

If there is a difference of opinion with the Department of Defense 
counsel, then probably that should be cleared up in further conferences 
with them, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarmman. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colo- 
rado, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnatu. No questions. 

The Coarrman. Mr. Berry ? 

Mr. Berry. No questions. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Haley ? 

Mr. Harry. No questions. 

The CHatrmMan. Mr. Westland ? 

Mr. WestLanp. I would like to ask counsel one question here. 

Did I gather from your remarks, then, the Secretary of the Interior 
would not have jurisdiction to provide mineral leases on lands already 
withdrawn ? 
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Mr. Angsorr. He would not, Mr. Westland, unless 

Mr. WestLanpb. Just a minute. Why do we have in line 22, page 6, 
the word “heretofore” ? 

Mr. Axsporr. There, of course, the question goes to whether they 
were lands where mineral leasing was otherwise permitted. 

Mr. Westianp. That section, the way I read it, says the Secretary 
of the Interior would have jurisdiction if you have the word “hereto- 
fore.” 

Mr. Aszorr. Perhaps clarifying language should be had. 

The point I made was that unless there was some language in the 
original withdrawal order, that is, preexisting withdrawal order, you 
would not effectively preclude mineral leasing, because, after all, the 
Secretary of the Interior himself issues that order. 

Mr. Westianp. In other words, if there was nothing in there about 
mineral operations, then the Secretary of the Interior would have 
authority to issue mineral leases on lands already withdrawn. 

Mr. Assorr. I believe the corollary to that would represent the situ- 
tion: unless the mineral leasing was specifically permitted by it, it 
would be prohibited. 

Mr. Westianp. Mr. Chairman, I am not in favor of that. I can 
picture the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force drilling. The Navy 
owns 414 million acres and would be running around drilling all over 
the country. I am not in favor of that. 

The Cuairman. They say they have the power to do it; their lawyers 
say they have the power to doit. Other lawyers say they do not have. 
Half of the lawyers are wrong in every lawsuit; so you cannot tell 
just where it winds up. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from North Carolina, Judge 
Shuford. 

Mr. Suurorp. No questions. 

The CuHarman. Mr. Dawson? 

Mr. Dawson. No questions. 

The CHatrman. The gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. Epmonpson. On these naval petroleum reserves, are most of 
the naval petroleum reserves in the continental limits of the United 
States under production at this time, do you know ¢ 

Colonel Rogers. There is production on No, 1, the Elk Hills Re- 
serve in California. There is production on no other naval petroleum 
reserve. 

Mr. Epmonpson. There is no production on the Naval Petroleum 
Reserve in Osage County in Oklahoma. 

Captain Miter (Capt. A. S. Miller of Office of Naval Petroleum 
Reserves). That sign up there in Osage County, that is not a petro- 
leum reserve. I do not know why it is there. ‘There are no reserves 
in Oklahoma. 

Mr. Epmonpson. There is a tremendous sign. 

Captain Mitier. I have never seen it, but I understand there is one 
there. But there is no reserve. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Baring. 

Mr. Baring. No questions. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. Tuomson. Mr. Chairman, it was suggested to us here the 
other day the Department of Defense intends to take exclusive juris- 
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diction over the game in certain of these withdrawal areas, fish and 
wildlife within the area. Isthatthe fact? 

Mr. Gate. I would like to call on Commander Reinhardt. 

Mr. THomson. Will he be testifying later ? 

Mr. Garr. No,sir. 

Commander Retnuarpr. I understand the lawyers in the Depart- 
ment of Defense have ruled they do have exclusive right on those 
military installations which fall within the category of being under 
the exclusive Federal jurisdiction. 

Mr. Tomson. How do you arrive at which ones you have ex- 
clusive jurisdiction in? Where do you differentiate ? 

Commander Retnuarpr. I am not competent to speak on it. It 
is a legal matter, sir. I do not know how the lawyers arrived at the 
decision. 

Mr. Mayer. That depends on the law adopted by the States in 
ceding jurisdiction to the United States, whether it has exclusive 
jurisdiction or concurrent jurisdiction, 

Mr. THomson. You mean it goes back to the admission of the 
States / 

Mr. Mayer. Not necessarily; the act ceding jurisdiction over this 
land to the United States Government. 

Mr. Trromson. In all cases then where the States have not specifi- 
cally given it up, it remains in the State, the ownership of game and 
control over the game ? 

Mr. Mayer. The cession law would spell out the various types of 
jurisdiction which would be retained; in other words, whether the 
State retains tax jurisdiction, and so forth. I believe the States gen- 
erally do not retain licensing jurisdiction, but there are different types 
of jurisdiction they specifically retain, and they cede the other 
jurisdictions. 

Mr. Ruopes. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Trromson. Yes. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is true only in the event the reservation is not 
carved out of the public lands, is it not? If it is taken from the public 
land, then there is no requirement for ceding jurisdiction. 

Mr. Mayer. That is correct. If it is public land to start off, there 
is no jurisdiction in the State and there is no jurisdiction over any 
property on the reservation remaining in the States. 

Mr. Ruopes. May I ask what the ruling i is on reservations like that 
that are carved out of public land where the States never had a right 
to say whether it authorizes jurisdiction over fish and wildlife in the 

Federal Government or not? 

Mr. Mayer. I do not believe that there are any court rulings on 
the question of fish and wildlife. There are, however, Supreme Court’ 
decisions on the question of what licensing requirements are appli- 
cable on military reservations, and if exclusive jurisdiction is in the 
United States, then licensing requirements do not legally apply on the 
reservation, and I believe the same thing would be true if the State 


had never had any jurisdiction over the | lands by reason of their being 
public lands. 


Mr. Ruopes. Thank you. 

Mr. THomson. Just a minute now. You are assuming that eve 
thing in the Constitution that was not specifically reserved to the 
States was given to the Federal Government. Do you contend that 
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the Federal Government has exclusive jurisdiction over all the game 
within the public lands out in the West, forests, public lands, and fi 
so forth? 
Mr. Mayer. Well, sir, those are governed by statute; but there are 
Federal laws regulating wildlife. n 
Mr. THomson. You are speculating, I think, on that. They may ” 
have with regard to some migratory birds and that sort of thing. 
Mr. Mayer. That is true. ta 
Mr. Tuomson. But so far as the deer and antelope and fish, I do p 
not see how the Federal Government could reserve or give something me 
to you it does not have itself. S 
Mr. Mayer. I am not too clear on that, sir. Perhaps I should call ‘ 
upon . 
ns Stempter. We will be glad to look into that point. 
Mr. Tuomson. I do not think we are going to get too far, Mr. Chair- 
man, but I would like to have the showing where they get that juris- = 
diction. ot 
Mr. Asprnatu. Will the gentleman yield to me? of 
Mr. THomson. Yes. = 
Mr. Asprnauu. Do I understand the witness to say if he was going = 
to get a license to hunt or fish on lands controlled presently by the o 
Bureau of Land Management, that he would go to the Bureau of Land st 
Management or some Federal agency to get a license? th 
Mr. Mayer. No, sir; I was not contending that. I was contending th 
that on Federal reservations where exclusive jurisdiction is in the bes 
United States Government that, as a legal matter, licensing require- be 
ments of the States do not apply. ar 
I was only making reference to those military reservations on which 
the United States had exclusive jurisdiction. / 
The Cuarrman. Mr. Thomson, have you concluded ? es 
Mr. THomson. Yes. 
The Cuamman. Mr. Ullman. tr 
Mr. UttmAN. No questions. 
The Cuatrman. Mr. Weaver. th 
Mr. Weaver. No questions. + 
The Cuatrman. Mr. Gale, I would like to direct your attention to 
page 3 of the letter signed by Mr. Garlock, previously referred to, to 
und more particularly to the next to last paragraph which reads as th 
follows: 
Since section 6 of the prior bills, which deals with water rights, was eliminated a 


from H. R. 12185, it is therefore suggested that subsection (8) of section 3 be | 
deleted from the bill. sti 


For the information of the members, section 6 of the original bill * 
dealt with the matter of recognition of State water rights; and, since a 
that was the subject of separate legislation, it is taken out of this bill 
to be dealt with separately. “ 

But subsection (8) of section 3 of the bill contains the following 
statement, and this is with reference to the application, that the appli- a 


cation must state: 


If effecting the purpose for which the area is proposed to be withdrawn or el 
reserved will involve the use of water in any State lying wholly or in part west 
of the ninety-eighth meridian, whether, subject to existing rights under law, 3 
the intended using agency has acquired, or proposes to acquire, rights to the Wi 
use thereof in conformity with State laws and procedures relating to the control, 
appropriations, use, and distribution of water. 
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Are you prepared to say why it has been suggested that be deleted 
from the bill? 

Mr. Gate. I will have to call upon counsel to answer that. 

Mr. Stempier. My understanding there is that, inasmuch as it was 
not germane to this bill and was deleted and handled separately, you 
would not want it covered in this particular piece of legislation here. 

The CHairMAN. Germaneness is a matter, of course, of parliamen- 
tary construction, and if it is not germane it could be stricken on a 
point of order in the House. The Senate does not have a similar 
rule of germaneness. You can attach a Statler menu to one of the 
Senate bills and it is germane. 

As far as the House is concerned, we follow a set rule. In our 
opinion, this is very germane, because all we ask is what you are 
going to do with reference to water rights. 

Now this is important. Let me give you an illustration of what I 
mean. A military reservation is set up in an area embodying maybe 
50 miles square—I am not speaking of 50 square miles, I am speaking 
of 50 miles east, 50 miles north, 50 miles west, and 50 miles south. It 
is plunked down right in the middle of a number of mountain streams 
and intercepts those streams which run through the military reser- 
vation. In many instances it is back in the foothill areas where those 
streams originate. The uses of western water are consolidated on 
the flatland areas, but they rely — the water which originates in 
those foothill and mountain areas, where many of these military 
withdrawals occur because they are anh arsely inhabited areas which can 
be used more easily for defense purposes, firing, air-to-air gunnery, 
and so forth. 

Now this bill relates to that type of withdrawal. 

If the military intends to step in there and by reason of the exer- 
cise of a so-called sovereign right interrupt and intere ept the flow of 

water necessary for downstream farms and communities and indus- 
tries, then it becomes a matter of great concern to those western people. 

There is a lawsuit pending now in Nevada on that very point, where 
the military refund to comply with State law with reference to 
application. 

This section merely requires a statement to be made with reference 
to where the water is going to come from to implement the uses on 
this military reservation. 

T am not going to argue with the witness on the question of germane- 
ness. What I want to argue is the correctness and equity of Soeernnsins 
ing that point when you determine whether or not you abridge these 
streams with a military reservation on which under some legal author- 
ity the Federal Government can assert a sovereign right to use water 
independent of State law and independent of every other use. 

We have that contention now being made in the Santa Margarita 
case, as you well know, pending in C alifornia. 

So I ask you, why should not the military give us that information 
as a pertinent question with reference to whether or not the military 
establishment should be permitted to exist. 

IT am perfectly sure that the armed services is going to take a lot 
closer look after this at where they put these milit: ary installations as 
a result of the experience they had on the Santa Margarita River 
with Camp Pendleton, because they plunk them down out in these 
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areas and find out they do not have any water unless they preempt t] 
all the water from areas down below and deprive existing communi- t! 
ties and established industries and agricultural economy ‘of the 5 very 11 
base necessity of life in the Far W est. * 

We think that is a question that ought to be determined in connec- S 
tion with the application. Do you see anything wrong with that / 

Mr. Gate. The Navy might speak to this question, sir, since they is 
have been in on the problems that have arisen with respect to several] t 
situations. n 

The Cuatrman. Do you want the underwater Navy to answer this, t 
the on-the-surface Navy, or the in-the-air Navy, or those landlubbers Q 
inthe Navy? They are getting too pene Navy men out on dry land. J 
I have been trying to get them out to sea | 

Maybe the Air Force, which is the agency designated in response ] 
to this communication, can tell us whether they would just as soon not 
delete that paragr aph in the report. But I think somebody ought S 
to tell us why there is anything wrong about that. 

Mr. Gate. May I call on Mr. Robinson ? | 

Mr. Grorce S. Roprnson (Deputy Special Assistant for Installa- t 
tions, Office of the Secretary of the Air Force). Mr. Chairman, I do s 
not think that particular part of it is essentially an Air Force problem. i 
I do not think we have any particular strong feeling one way or the 
other about it. 1 

The Cuatrman. I guess the buck comes right back to you, Mr. Gale. 

Mr. Gaur. I think the Navy is primarily “concerned with this. 

The Cuairman. I can just see those conferences down there in the ] 
Pentagon, the Navy trying to shoot holes in this bill. 

Who is this gentlem: an? 

STATEMENT OF CHARLES GOODWIN, OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY | 

Mr. Goopwrn. I am Charles Goodwin. I am with the Office of the | 
General Counsel of the Navy Department, and I would like to attempt 
to answer the question that you have addressed. 

The Cramman. Fine. Is the Navy taking responsibility for this 


paragraph in this report? 

Mr. Goopwin. It is a suggestion made by the Navy. 

The Cuamman. We find the buck has finally stopped. You may 
proceed. 

Mr. Goopwin. It was our feeling in the Navy that as long as the 
subject of water rights is being dealt with by other legislation that 
this question as to ‘whether we would or would not have to comply 
with State law would be covered by that legislation. 

This particular section asks us to make a commitment as to whether 
we are or are not going to comply with State law, and as long as that 
was going to be dealt with by independent legislation, that would 
settle the question ; there would be no choice before the Navy Depart- 
ment or any other military agency. 

For that reason we felt it was not germane to the purposes of this 
legislation. 

"The Cuaiman. Do you think that the Navy can appropriately con- 
cern itself with the question of germaneness as distinguished from 
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the question of what is nee essary and right? Do you not believe that 
that is an essential matter in determining whether or not a military 
installation is going to be established, that i is, whether or not the water 
is going to be there. and whether or not they can get the water under 
State law? 

Mr. Goopwtn. It is essential for the military to determine that water 
is available for their purposes. On the basis of our understanding as 
to the existing law, the State law in these military reservations does 
not apply with respect to withdrawals of water. That was the posi- 
tion taken by the General Counsel of the Navy at the last hearings, 
and it was confirmed by the representative from the Department ‘of 
Justice. We have no authority or discretion with respect to com- 
pliance with State law in these matters where we have withdrawn 
lands from the public domain. 

The Cuatrman. You are saying you do not have to comply with 
State law? 

Mr. Goopwin. We do not have to on the basis of the opinion taken 
by the General Counsel and that of the Department of Justice. Under 
the circumstances, this calls upon the Military Department to make a 
statement with respect to that very question where we have choice 
in the matter. 

The CuarrmMan. You agree, however, that Congress could require 
you to comply with State law ¢ 

Mr. Goopwin. Yes, sir; and we are suggesting when that legislation 
is enacted that will cover the point. For that very reason, because it 
has been the decision of this committee not to deal with the subject of 
water rights, we recommend that this particular section be deleted. 

The Cuairman. Of course, this section does not decide that point ; 
it merely states the application must contain information on the point. 

Mr. Goopwry. That is true, Mr. Chairman, but it puts the Military 
Department in the positon of answering a question when, under the 
present opinion that it has, it can do nothing except state “No,” it 
will not be able to comply with the State law. 

We do suggest that perhaps you want information as to the quanti- 
ties of water which we may regard as necessary for the military opera- 
tions as distinguished from making a commitment on the law that is 
involved. 

The CyuatrMan. This does not ask for a commitment. 

Several of the defense agencies which appeared here last year said 
they were complying with State law. 

Mr. Goopwtx. There are m: inv different situations, Mr. Chairman. 
We are talking now about withdrawals from the public domain. 

Santa Margarita involves acquired lands. There are many different 
situations where this question of compliance with State law or non- 
compliance arises, and the various legal factors which affect those 
differ vent situations are different in each case. 

The Crarrman. I understand that, but I cannot see anything wrong 
with an application just containing information as to what the appli- 
cations for water will be. 

It may be the section could be worded a little better. 

Mr. Ropes. It seems to me on page 4, line 2, the language takes 
care of the situation very well. It says “whether, subject to existing 
rights under law, the intended using agency has acquired.” If they 
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say under existing law they do not have to acquire such rights, that 

certainly would be in their application. Their answer to the question 
would be: “We have not complied because under existing law we do 
not have to comply.” 

Mr. Goopwin. But then you are not getting anything by way of 
special information. You already have that information as to what 
our view on the subject would be. It would just be an automatic 
proposition: every time an application came up it would say exactly 
the same thing. 

Mr. Ruopes. I must respectfully disagree. I think one of the very 
germane points with which this committee would be concerned before 
we agreed to approve an application for withdrawal is whether or 
not water exists, and whether you have applied or whether you have 
existing rights under existing law. That certainly is very germane 
to the whole question of iaielae the withdrawal would be authorized, 
in my opinion. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the chairman yeld to me? 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Edmondson. 

Mr. Epmonpson. If we had a situation where a big city was being 
supplied with water that came across public lands and there was 
proposed military use that would withdraw this public land and 
source of water from the city or from an irrigation district, I would 
certainly think this would be very pertinent information in determin- 
ing whether or not the withdrawal should be permitted, whether or 
not they are going to be able to get the water needed within the exist- 
ing rights of other people or whether taking over that land is going 
to invade the rights of other people using the water. 

Mr. Hatey. Why then just let it apply to the parts west of the 98th 
meridian ? 

The CuHarrman. That is the only place where we have any State 
water law, the reclamation area of the West, which commences with 
the 98th meridian. 

Mr. Hatey. In other words, if they wanted to come east and estab- 
lish a military reservation, they could take all the water they wanted. 
Is that correct ? 

The Cuairman. You do not have riparian or any water rights in 
the East I know of. 

Mr. Goopwin. I should like to emphasize one thing, and that is the 
military copextanta do not claim they have the right to take any 
water that has already been appropriated to the use of other parties, 
whether it is a city or private owners. It is with respect to the un- 
appropriated water that this problem arises. 

The Cuamman. Not under the contentions made in the Santa 
Margarita case. 

Mr. Goopwin. There again, Mr. Chairman, I must point out that 
that dealt with acquired lands rather than withdrawn from the public 
domain. It is a special problem. 

The Cuarrman. But the same point is involved. We contend that 
the water of the State belongs to the State, and the State of California 
itself has filed on all of the unappropriated water of the State and 
holds those waters in trust for the people of the State, even though 


they originate on public lands. So the title to the corpus of the water 
is in the State. 
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The contention made in the Santa Margarita case was that the 
Federal Government by reason of its sovereignty stood free and clear 
of the conditions and limitations of State water law. 

Mr. Goopwin. I think our position in the Santa Margarita case has 
been that by virtue of our acquiring private lands and the water rights 
attached thereto, we have acquired certain rights to the use of water 
as measured by the State law rather than contrary to the State law. 
We are contending we have paramount rights there only as those para- 
mount rights are defined by State law rather than by Federal law. 

The Cuatrman. I think you are in error about it. The State water 
law of California does not permit a riparian right for municipal uses. 
All municipal uses in California have to be under appropriative right. 
Riparian uses are strictly for agriculture and incidental domestic uses. 

Uses on Camp Pendleton were in the nature of municipal uses and 
uses for defense purposes, purposes that are wholly unrelated to the 
historical application of riparian law. 

For instance, they wanted to run some of that water out there and 
create the kind of a situation where they can determine how well a 
tank would go through an area which is flooded with water, and they 
have their tanks wallowing around out there in that water and then 
call that a riparian use. It is wholly unknown to riparian uses. 

But the military at Camp Pendleton first filed their applications 
under California law and then made their contentions that they were 
not bound by California Jaw requiring appropriation for municipal 
usage, notwithstanding the fact that a large portion of the water was 
for the purpose of supplying what amounted to a municipal use in a 
residential area at Camp Pendleton. 

That is where the case started to bind. 

However, this item here asks for information. Perhaps the word 
“quantity” should be included, because if either this committee or the 
Committee on Armed Services is going to pass on whether or not a 
military installation is going to be established, they ought to know 
whether the water is going to be there to do it. 

Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Suvrorp. I would like to follow up the suggestion made by Mr. 
Haley from Florida and your remark that we did not have any State 
laws in the East regarding water rights and the use of water. 

Of course, we have the common law rights, where water must be re- 
turned to the lower owner in the same quantity and in form and qual- 
ity as it enters the land. So I think we would be affected in the East 
by this same provision, and we should know what they intended to do 
regarding the use of the water on the reservation, whether they suggest 
they are going to dip tanks in it, wash tanks, and do that kind of work, 
and whether it would be returned to the lower owner in exactly the same 
quantity and quality as received on the reservation. So I think it does 
apply to the East just as well as it does to the West. 

The Cuarrman. I am glad to be corrected on that point, Judge, and 
perhaps when the bill is to be marked up you and the gentleman from 
Florida will want to make an amendment along that line. 

Are there any further questions from members ¢ 

Mr. Abbott. 

Mr. Asporr. If I may, Mr. Chairman, on the point raised by Mr. 
Shuford and Mr. Haley: As the committee has considered water 
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rights legislation, as you gentlemen are aware, the 17 Western States 
ave those States which have statutory law directly affecting the ap- 
propriation, control, distribution, and use of water. 

Mr. Suvrorp. We are passing laws now regarding the use of water 
and water rights, because we also suffered in the recent drought, and 
it is not confined to the Western States solely. By reason of that, 
we have enacted legislation for the use of water. 

Mr. Asporr. I believe, Mr. Chairman, it would be proper to ask 
the Navy, which has been the internal water agency on water law, 
to comment on their position in detail with respect to this section. 

I should like to observe that you gentlemen—TI believe you, a 
Goodwin, accompanied by Mr. vom Baur—last year pointed out, 
fact, the Navy has done at least three things. 

In the case of Hawthorne Naval Ammunition Depot in Nevada they 
first applied for licenses under State water law with respect to wells. 
Thereafter they failed to pay or refused to pay the $6 which would 
have perfected those water rights, and what has been labeled a million- 
dollar lawsuit was born, a major test of western water law application 
to military reservations. 

Subsequently the Navy testified that in fact they are in compliance 
with the licensing requirements of State laws in some areas, I believe, 
Idaho or Utah. 

Mr. Goopwtn. I believe there is one instance. 

Mr. Assorr. The Air Force in its testimony last year cited Nellis- 
Tonopah as a perfect example, that is, Las Vegas, of the arrangements 
that can be worked out by a military agency to effectively produce all 
of the needs of the military and still do it on a cooperative basis with 
the industrial, municipal, domestic requirements under State law. 

Would you, in a. memorandum submitted, Mr. Goodwin, make an 
observation as to whether you think an application without prejudice, 
as was initially done in the case of Hawthorne Naval Ammunition 
Depot, would be a transitional or interim alternative to the strict and 
final submission to State laws? 

Mr. Goopwin. We can cover that point in any memorandum that 
you want. 

(See p. 140.) 

The Cuarrman. The time when the House will be in session is just 
2 minutes from now. 

Mr. Gale, do you have any intention of returning tomorrow ? 

Mr. Gare. I will; yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. You can suit yourself about it. We will proceed 
with these other witnesses. Perhaps you ought to be here to catch the 
buck in case they pass them around. 

Mr. Gate. Yes. 

The Cratrman. We appreciate your testimony and that of your 
associates. It has been instructive and helpful. 

You may tell your bosses over in the Pentagon that I regard you 
as an excellent T-formation quarterback; part ‘of the time I was not 
quite sure where the ball was. 

Mr. Gate. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarmman. The committee stands adjourned until tomorrow 
morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, the ool adjourned, to reconvene at 10 a. m.,. 
Tuesday, January 29, 1957. 
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TUESDAY, JANUARY 29, 1957 


House or RepreseNTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

‘The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:08 a. m., in the com- 
mittee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Clair Engle, chairman 
of the committee, presiding. 

The CuHatrman. The House Committee on Interior will be in order 
for the further testimony on military withdrawals of the public-land 
areas of the United States. 

We have with us our colleague from Wisconsin, Mr. Lester John- 
son, coauthor of this legislation, whom we will be glad to hear at this 
time. 

Mr. Johnson, we are glad to have you before the committee, I call 
the committee’s attention to the bill which you have just introduced, 
which is H. R. 1148. We are aware of your long and intense interest 


in public land and conservation matters, and we are glad to have your 
testimony here today. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LESTER JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Jonnson. I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman and members = 
the committee, for the privilege of appearing here today. Last ye 
I appeared before the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com- 
mittee and this committee in favor of this legislation. The legislation 
that was before the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee only 
contained one section of the legislation here proposed. I wish to 
appear in favor of Congressman Engle’s bill, H. R. 627, and my bill, 
H. R. 1148. 

[ have no pride of authorship, but I am just interested in seeing 
this legislation passed. 

The people of Wisconsin are very mue ‘+h interested in section 4 of 
this legislation. I will not bother to read it. I think everybody has 
copies before them. 

At the time this legislation was up last year, I contacted our State 
conservation commissioner and also the supervisor of the area I 
represent in Congress. Our conservation commission was very much 
interested, and I had correspondence, which I filed with the com- 
mittee at that time, showing they were in favor of the legislation. 

I contacted Mr. Weitz, the supervisor of the west-central area, and 
T received a report from him. I had asked him several questions in 

regard to our Camp McCoy, which borders my home county. 
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During the time I was district attorney in Jackson County, Wis., 
one of my duties was to assist the game warden, as the district attorney 
prosecutes all the arrests he makes. I became ¥ very well acquainted 
with the game wardens in my home area and the problems they have 
had with ‘hunting on Camp McC oy. 

I might sayr ight here that in Wisconsin we have not had the trouble 
you have in the Western States where you have so many Army camps. 
We just have the one. 

With your permission, I would like to read the report I received 
from Mr. Weitz on Camp McCoy so you will realize that this legisla- 
tion is necessary not only for the Western States but every State in 
the Union in which there are Army camps. 

The correspondence reads as follows: 


Drar Mr. JoHNsSON: Following your telephone call to Warden Radke today, 
he reached me by radio and I will attempt to answer your questions 

This is as to the method of hunting at Camp McCoy. 

1. Method of hunting at the present time: 

At the present time, any method of hunting may be employed on the Camp 
McCoy Reservation which a hunter cares to put into effect. During the past 
several deer seasons we have had reliable information that deer are shot by 
shining, shot from cars and pickup trucks, and that loaded guns are carried in 
vehicles in utter disregard of State laws. When legal forked-horn bucks were 
the only legal deer, there has consistently been a heavy kill of dee and fawn. 
Some we salvage; many are illegally removed from the reservation. During 
the 1955 hunting season, six arrests were made when wardens detected illegal 
deer leaving Camp McCoy Reservation. Due to the extent of the reservation, 
61,000 acres in size, and the small force we have available, there is no question 
that we detected only a small part of the violations. 

2 and 3. Method of law enforcement and operation from the Army: 

At the present time, since we have no jurisdiction whatsoever over this reser- 
vation, the only enforcement is that which is supplied by the Army. In fairness 
to the Army, we must state that during such times as there is adequate military 
personnel at Camp McCoy, they cooperate with us very well. (I might say that 
Camp McCoy is on a standby basis now and is only used during the summer 
months. ) 

As an indication so far this spring, four fawns which were picked up by Camp 
McCoy personnel have been turned over to the conservation department by the 
camp officers. However, the bulk of our trouble is due to the fact that during 
our annual hunting season, there is only a housekeeping crew stationed at Camp 
McCoy and this small number of men cannot give us any help. Last fall, Major 
Beckton was provost marshal and he gave us every assistance he was physically 
able to, but he did not have any personnel whatsoever to assist us during the 
hunting season. Consequently, the Camp McCoy Reservation is a land without 
law. 

What we in the conservation department need to correct this situation is 
Federal legislation which will give to the State government the right to trespass 
upon any military reservation so that the laws of the State in which such 
reservation is located may be enforced by the personnel of such conservation 
department, and that any persons detected in the commission of any offense 
against the conservation department code of such State may be arrested with or 
without a warrant and brought before the State court in the county in which 
the offense was committed so that the case may be tried in such State court. If 
we have this authority, we will be able to control the hunting on the Camp Mce- 
Coy Reservation, and all States would be able to control the enforcing of the 
laws on such military reservations within their boundaries. 


He encloses a report which shows the violations that were related 
by farmers. With your permission, I would like to include this in 
the record. The names of the particular people have been deleted 
from the commissioner’s report as they were all given in confidence. 


The Cuamman. Pardon me. The names of the particular people 
involved ? 
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Mr. Jounson. Their names are left out, but it is just the report of 
hunting violations that they witnessed on Camp McCoy in the 1955 
hunting season. 


The Cuamman. Without objection, the document will be made a 


part of the record. Do you desire to have it following your statement ? 
Mr. Jounson. Yes. 


He also encloses a report that he made to the State conservation 
department. I will just read a few paragraphs from that. 


The provost marshal, Maj. Thomas Beckton, was very cooperative and gave 
very good help as far as he was able. He attempted to control the number of 
hunters on Camp McCoy by issuing permits. A total of 1,700 permits were 
issued, but Warden Adamski is of the opinion that this was only a small amount 
of the nuinber of hunters who hunted this 56,000-acre no-man’s-land. There 
are a great number of access roads and trails leading into and out of this 
reservation and with the manpower that we have available, it is impossible 
to check all of the hunters either entering or leaving the area. 

Many reliable hunters indicated that law observance was very poor. A great 
number of illegal deer were killed, and we have reason to believe with reason- 
able certainty that a number of them were transported into LaCrosse County 
where they were registered as having been killed in an open county. Major 
Beckton has agreed to have the fire-control crews pick up illegal deer near 
the cantonment area. He received numerous reports of illegal deer, but the 
civilian employees were unable to recover a single deer. Each time they went 
out, they reported that the deer had been removed before they reached it. 
There were no Army personnel on the post to assist us in the enforcement of 
the laws, if the Army had been so inclined. Due to the fact that we lack 
authority there and that the Army does not trouble to police the post during 
the deer season, violations are widespread. We have many reports of cars 
with loaded guns, shooting from cars, shooting of does and spike bucks and, 
in all, a total disregard for law and order. Wardens Radke and Adamski 
contacted a few people in Monroe County to get their reports. You will notice 
that the reports do not specifically pinpoint any violations. 


That is the end of my statement. 
(The report referred to above follows:) 


No. 1: Reported that he hunted for 5 days on Camp McCoy starting the 
second day. Hunting pressure was above medium. He hunted an area about 
1 mile north of the new building areas to the north line of the camp property. 
This area lies in four townships, Lafayette, Greenfield, New Lyme, and Grant. 
He saw 4 illegal deer—2 spikes and 2 does—in the period from Monday through 
Wednesday. He reported that there was a great deal of shooting in the Dutton 
Swamp area. He believed it could not all have been buck shooting. Of the 
illegal deer he found dead, 1 spike buck was dressed and hung in a tree; the other 
spike buck was spoiled ; and the 2 does were not dressed out. 

No. 2.: Report that they hunted in the town of New Lyme from the opening 
day of the season and that the hunting pressure was heavy. They saw three 
dead does the first 2 duys, a wounded spike buck on Saturday, and found a 
spoiled doe on Friday. They did not observe any transportation of illegal deer, 
however. They report that there was extremely heavy shooting in the northwest 
corner of the camp property. 

No. 3: Hunted the camp area every day during the deer season, mostly in the 
town of New Lyme. He found three fawns on November 25 in the afternoon. 
He also found 2 adult does and 1 buck and 1 horn broken off in an area less than 
one-half mile square. In the Silver Lake area near the telephone line on 
November 25 in the morning he found one fawn with the hind quarters cut off. 
He also reported that in the 1954 season he found illegal deer on the camp 
property. However, he could not give us any definite proof of illegal acts other 
than finding of the illegally killed deer. 

No. 4: Reported that he hunted the camp on the second, third, fourth, 
eighth, and ninth days. Hunting pressure varied from heavy to medium. He 
found three does which on November 20 were all hauled out. He saw one wounded 
illegal deer on November 26. This was in the town of Adrian near Jackson- 
ville Pass in an area about 1 mile square. In the old camp near old Highway No. 
16 he saw some hunters put a deer in a car and leave in a hurry as he approached. 
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The actions of the hunters indicated to him that this may have been an illegal 
deer. We have no proof of this, however. He also saw a doe deer go into an 
area and immediately heard considerable shooting, and on further investigation 
found a dead doe. He did not know who shot this deer. He spent most of his 
time hunting alone and heard a great deal of shooting the first 2 days on the 
south range. 

No. 5: Hunted the camp area from the 21st to the 27th with hunting pressure 
varying from heavy to light. On the south range on a mile-square area he found 
4 does dressed out and 2 does dressed out. None of our men reported hauling 
these deer out, so it is reasonable to assume that they were removed from the 
camp by hunters. On the northern area he found the hind quarters of a deer 
skinned out and lying beside the road by * * *. He also observed two does not 
dressed out. This was in an area 1 by 2 miles. These deer were observed while 
on a drive. 

During the deer season Warden Adamski made several arrests for illegal pos- 
session of doe deer which, beyond any doubt, came from Camp McCoy. Warden 
Hamimes arrested 2 men for bringing deer into La Crosse County from the 
camp area; and prior to the deer season Harley Peterson arrested 3 soldiers 
for taking deer off the Camp McCoy area. From our observations, and from 
the observations of the men whom we have named, it is reasonable to assume 
that there is absolutely no regard for law by the majority of the hunters on the 
Camp McCoy area and that some action must be taken either to give the State 
jurisdiction in enforcing the law or to force the Army to put personnel in this 
area to see that the laws are enforced. However, I believe that it would only be 
common courtesy to contact each of the men whom I have mentioned in this 
report for permission to use their names in case this report goes any further 
than your office. I might add that we could get considerable more information 
about activities in Camp McCoy the year around from the civilian employees, 
except that they are afraid of losing their positions if they give us any informa- 
tion. Another thing to be noted is that the reports of these men cover different 
sections of the camp, so it is obvious that the deer reported seen were not in 
one small group nor in one particular area. 

It is possible that if this matter is brought to the attention of the Fifth Army 
commandant something might be done through the Army. If this cannot be 
done, I think the situation is such that we should explore every possibility of 
bringing pressure to bear on the Army so that this situation can be corrected. 

CHAUNCEY E. WEITZ. 

Mr. Jounson. I wish to thank the committee for this opportunity 
and hope you act favorably on the legislation with the suggested 
amendments. 

The CHamman. We appreciate your testimony, Mr. Johnson, as 
well as your sponsorship of this legislation. 

Mr. Jounson. I might say, that while this testimony that I pre- 
sented just represents one Army camp in our State of Wisconsin, I 
think that the information - have been able to gather shows the same 
thing is true in a greater or lesser degree of various Army camps all 
over the United States. 

I want to thank the committee for the chance of appearing before 
you. 

The CHairman. Thank you for coming here. 

Yesterday Mr. Fred H. Rooney, the Assistant Director of Real 
Property Management, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Properties and Installations, presented his statement at the desk re- 
garding the report on the program for review of the real property 
holdings required for use by the military departments. We did not 
have a chance to hear that, but the statement was made a part of the 
record. Perhaps at a later time we will have an opportunity to ask 
Mr. Rooney some questions if the committee desires. 

Phe Cuarrman. The next group of witnesses is from the Air Force. 
The principal witness is Mr. George S. Robinson, Deputy Special As- 
sistant for Installations, Office of Secretary of the Air Force. 
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Mr. Robinson, you may call forward such of your supporting 
witnesses whose names were read into the record yesterday as you may 
desire. It will be appreciated if you will identify these gentlemen in 
the order in which they are sitting so that the court reporter may 
identify them correctly in the record when they are asked to respond 
to some inquiry, and in order that members of the committee may 
know who they are. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE S. ROBINSON, DEPUTY SPECIAL ASSIST- 
ANT FOR INSTALLATIONS, OFFICE OF SECRETARY OF THE AIR 
FORCE; ACCOMPANIED BY COL. JOSEPH F. BRANNOCK, DIREC- 
TORATE OF OPERATIONS; COL. ARTHUR D. POWERS, OFFICE OF 
THE ASSISTANT FOR DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMING; LT. COL. 
BENJAMIN E. ROYAL, OFFICE OF THE PROVOST MARSHAL; LT. 
COL. DAVID H. MacGHEE, OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
STAFF FOR INSTALLATIONS; AND ELMO J. CECONI, OFFICE OF 
THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATIONS 


Mr. Roprnson. I have Mr. Ceconi on my left, who is from the Real 
Estate Division of the Air Staff. 

On my right is Colonel Brannock from the Directorate of Opera- 
tions. 

In back of me is Colonel Powers from the Office of the Assistant 
for Development Programing; Lieutenant Colonel Royal from the 
Office of the Provost Marshal; and Lieutenant Colonel MacGhee from 
the Real Estate Division of the Air Staff. 

The CuatrmMan. Weare glad to have you gentlemen with us. 

Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Robinson / 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement, 
which is for the most part designed to cover certain questions which 1] 
understand the counsel of the committee has requested the Air Force to 
cover. The statement is somewhat lengthy, and I will endeavor to 
get through it just as rapidly as I ean. 

The CuarrMan. The statement consists of a little less than 12 pages. 
Without objection, Mr. Robinson will be permitted to read his state- 
ment without interruption and thereafter to be followed by questions 
in order. 

There being no objection, that is the order of the committee. You 
may proceed. 

Mr. Roprnson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am George S. Rob- 
inson, Deputy Special Assistant for Installations, Office of the Secre- 
tary of the Air Force. LTappreciate this opportunity to appear before 
your committee on behalf of the Department of the Air Foree with 
respect to H. R. 627, a bill to provide that withdrawals or reservations 
of more than 5,000 acres of public lands of the United States for cer- 
tain purposes shall not become effective until approved by act of 
Congress. 

The Department of the Air Force is in accord with the views here- 
tofore expressed on behalf of the Department of Defense with regard 
to this legislation. 

My statement will cover queries made by a member of the staff of 
your committee on Air Force procedures for securing permits on use 
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of public lands; comments on findings of the Air Force Weapons 
Range Board; comments on the requirements for the Joint Develop- 
ment Ballistic Range, Winslow, Ariz., and the Cook Inlet Range, 
Alaska; and actions taken by the Air Force in developing a fish and 
wildlife conservation program. 


PROCEDURES FOR USE PERMIT 


Permits are obtained from the local land office, Bureau of Land 
Management, Department of the Interior, for small parcels of public 
domain land for Air Force installations, such as Aircraft Control and 
Warning Systems and off-base communication facilities. All use 
permits granted to the military departments are revocable at will by 
the Sec retary of the Interior. 

The procedure for obtaining use of public domain land by use 
permit is as follows: 

The requirement for withdrawal of public domain land is developed 
by the major Air Force commands. The major Air Command, after 
checking all possible sources within the Air Force, contacts appro- 
priate Army commanders, naval district commands, and heads of 
field offices of Government agencies to determine if some excess Gov- 
ernment property can be made available on a joint-use basis or by 
reassignment to the Air Force. 

After this action has been completed, the major Air Command for- 
wards the request for public domain land to Headquarters, United 
States Air Force. 

If the requirement is approved by Headquarters, United States 
Air Force, a resurvey at the departmental level is made to determine 
the availability of land under the jurisdiction of Army, Navy, and 
other Federal agencies to satisfy the requirement. 

If the lands under the jurisdiction of another military department 
or Federal agency are not available for Air Force use, the requirement 
is forwarded to the Chief of Engineers. The Chief of Engineers, act- 
ing as the Department of Air Force real-estate agent for acquisitions 
and disposals takes the following action as appropriate : 

For land in excess of 500 acres regardless of estimated current value, 
or having an estimated value in excess of $25,000 regardless of the 
number of acres involved, the Chief of Engineers prepares a real- 
estate planning report covering the value of the land, improvements, 
and existing rights. 

For land not included in the preceding paragraph, the Chief of 
Engineers ee the local office of the Bureau of Land Management 
to earmark the required public domain land for military use. A use 
permit is then issued to the Air Force by the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

Upon receipt and review of real-estate planning reports by Head- 
quarters, United States Air Force for lands in excess of 500 acres 
regardless of estimated current value or having an estimated value in 
excess of $25,000 regardless of the number of acres included, approval 
is obtained from the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Properties and Installations. 

Upon receipt of approval from the Office of the Assistant Secretar Vv 
of Defense for Properties and Installations, the request is submitted 
to the Chief of Engineers for further action. The Chief of Engineers 
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requests the local office of the Bureau of Land Management to earmark 
the required public domain land for military use. A use permit is 
then issued to the Air Force by the Bureau of Land Management. 

I might inject here, the references made to the Chief of E ngineers, 
that is the Army Engineer Corps. 


FINDINGS OF THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE WFAPONS RANGE BOARD 


On January 11, 1956, the Chief of Staff, United States Air Force, 
established an ad hoc board of general officers for the purpose of 
reviewing and determining current and future United States Air 
Force bombing, gunnery, rocketry, and missile-range requirements 
for training, testing, proficiency and developmental purposes. This 
Board, designated “the United States Air Force Weapons Range 
Board, had as its Chairman, Maj. Gen. Leland S. Stranathan, Deputy 
for Development Planning, Headquarters United States Air Force. 
The Board was composed “Of Maj. Gen. Edward H. Underhill, vice 
commander, Air Training Command; Brig. Gen. William H. Blanch- 
ard, Strategic Air C omand; Brig. Gen. Kurt M. Landon, vice com- 
mander, Air Research and Development Command: Brig. Gen. 
Charles M. McCorkle, Acting Assistant Chief of Staff for Guided 
Missiles; Brig. Gen. Ralph E. Koon, Directorate of Operations, Head- 
quarters United States Air Force; Brig. Gen. Avelin P. Tacon, Jr., 
Tactical Air Command; Brig. Gen. Arthur C. Agan, Jr., Eastern Air 
Defense Force; and Brig. Gen. Frank E. Rouse (recorder). 

During the course of the Board’s work presentations were made by 
Tactical Air Command, Strategic Air Command, Air Defense Com- 
mand, Air Training C ommand, Air Proving Ground Command, Air 
Research and Dev elopment Command, C ontinental Air Command and 
Air National Guard for the purpose of orientation and briefing of the 
Board. Data was collected over a 10-month period on all aspects of 
the Air Force range problem. In October of 1956, the Board com- 
pleted its work and rendered its report to the Chief of Staff. A copy 
of this report has been furnished to your committee. In several areas 
the report reveals requirements for correction of deficiencies, both 
operational and administrative. The Air Staff is now working with 
the recommendations of the Board with a view to correcting these 
deficiencies as rapidly as possible. As range requirements vary with 
force structure changes, new weapons systems and operational com- 
mitments, it was necessary for the Board to pick a point in time upon 
which to base its considerations. 

The report and recommendations of the Board have been referred 
to the Air Staff for consideration and appropriate implementation. 

The following is the current status of the projects listed in the 
United States Air Force Weapons Range Board report in which cer- 
tain Air Force ranges were indicated to be excess, in whole or in 
part, to United States Air Force requirements for bombing and gun- 
nery purposes only. 

At this point, I might observe that this covers both public lands 
and acquired lands. I think I am correct on that. 

Mr. Crecont. And leased. 

Mr. Roprnson. And leased lands. 

Starting with the first range, Walker, N. Mey., there is 10,621 acres, 
the entire range. That is being processed for disposal. 
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New Boston, N. H., 2,826 acres, the entire range. That is being 
transferred to the Navy. 

Cedar Keys, Fla., 64,000 acres, the entire range. Over water, air- 
space rescinded. 

Guadalupe, N. Mex., 100,000 acres, estimate, out of 263,440 acres. 
That is being studied by Strategic Air Command. 

Midland, Tex., 960 acres, the entire range. That is being processed 
for disposal. 

Boardman, Oreg., 50,000 acres, estimate, out of 95,983 acres. That 
is being studied by Strategic Air Command. 

are Rock, Wyo., 481,760 acres, entire range. That is required by 
Air National Guard. 

Wendover, Utah, 610,720 acres, estimate, out of 1,448,067 acres. 
303,000 acres being processed for disposal. Army assuming primary 
jurisdiction over balance of 407,720 acres with Air Force joint- use, 

Wilcox, Ariz., 29,122 acres, entire range. Requested by Depart- 
ment of Army, Signal Corps. 

Deming, N. Mex., 960 acres, entire range. That is being processed 
for disposal. 

Laughlin, No. 1, Texas, 32,356 acres, entire range. Returned to pri 
rate ownership. 

Laughlin No. 2, Texas, 25,004 acres, entire range. Returned to pri- 
vate ownership. 

Craters of the Moon, Idaho, 482,805 acres, entire range. That is 
requested by Air National Guard. 

Las Vegas, Nev., 2,257,120, estimate, out of 3,250,612 acres. Re 
ported available for use by other Government agencies. 

Lowry, Colo., 25,000 acres, estimate, out of 59,814 acres. Actual 
figure is 31,334 acres. All lands comprising Lowry Range required 
by Air Force for new mission. 

Fairbanks restricted area, Alaska, 563,000 acres, estimate, out of 
627,740 acres. Under study by Alaskan Air Command and Head- 
quarters United States Air Force. 

Cook Inlet range, Alaska, 800,000 acres, estimate, out of 1,148,065 
acres. Actual figure is 807,8 $90, Disposal] is contingent upon acquisi 
tion of an adequate air-to-air rocketry range. 

fagle River range, Alaska, 14,800 acres. Was held under use per- 
mit from Army. Permit canceled and lands returned to Army. Part 
of Fort Richardson. 

Contingent upon the findings of technical site selection teams, some 
of the excess bombing and gunnery rangeland areas may be required 
by the Air Force for new missions. If not, they may be required by 
other military services or Government agencies. 

In one case, for example, a, requirement for retention has been gen 
erated by the Air National Guard. The Air National Guard has a 
use for the Split Rock Gunnery Range in Wyoming. In another case 
the potential excess areas do not meet range site criteria and therefore 
disposal is dependent upon acquisition by ‘the Air Force of lands more 
suitable for the operational requirement. The Cook Inlet Range in 
Alaska, comprising approximately 1,148,065 acres, is an ex xample. 
807.890 acres of this range will be excess when this range is adjusted 
to include a larger area. It is desirable to move the range into the 
interior and enlarge it so that it will meet requirements of new weapons 
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systems. The present range is approximately 65 by 25 miles. F-89 
plus F-102A aircraft operating with various missiles require larger 
areas. The proposed range is 93 by 53 miles, and though an improve- 
ment, it is still smaller than required. The Alaskan Command had 
requested a larger area but reduced it because of conflicts with civil 
interests. The proposed range comprises approximately 2,472,000 
acres of mountainous, glaciated terrain, including Black Peak, Mount 
Spun, Mount Gerdine in the east and the Merrill Pass in the west. 
The 807,890-acre area cannot be released until the withdrawal of the 
additional lands is approved and an adequate air-to-air gunnery and 
rocketry range is available. ‘The area. covered by the 807,890 acres 
is adjacent to the water transportation capability of Cook Inlet and 
offers a greater potential for homestead sites. Relocation of Air Force 
operations to lands more remote and in less conflict with the growth 
and development of the Territory would be beneficial to both civil 
and military interests. 

Joint Air Force and Atomic Energy Commission ballistics range, 
Albuquerque, N. Mex. : 

There exists a requirement for increased capability in the ballistics 
weapon development programs which cannot be satisfied with pres- 
ently existing range facilities. Technical and tactical advancements in 
the field of ballistic weapon delivery are presently at the limits of 
existing range using aircraft currently in the inventory. Future 
weapon system performance will be well beyond the capabilities of 
present ranges, 

The joint development ballistic range is proposed to satisfy current 
and future weapon system development requirements associ: ated with 
aircraft delivery of ballistic munitions. Further, a crosswind ballistic 
range is required with improved instrumentation to obtain data on 
aircraft escape, separation and ballistic problems. 

This requirement for the joint development ballistic range has been 
studied for approximately 1 year by representatives of the United 
States Air Force, Navy and Atomic Energy Commission. A site 
survey group consisting of members from the Air Force, Navy, and 
Atomic Energy Commission made a complete survey of all existing 
Department of Defense ranges. The current and future « capability of 
these Department of Defense ranges was measured against criteria 
for a ballistic range and it was determined that no existing Department 
of Defense range would meet the current and future requirements for 
a joint development ballistic range. 

The proposed solution to the joint development ballistic range re- 
quirement contemplates a new joint Air Force, Navy, Atomic Energy 
Commission range located in the Winslow, Ariz., area. The impact 
area required for ‘this range is approximately 5 by 15 miles. The tenta- 
tive site is located on Indian land. It is anticipated that a long-term 
lease of the impact area from the Indians would be consummated and 
complete control would be obtained over the 5 by 15 mile impact area. 
A further restricted area approximately 20 miles wide and 100 miles 
long would be required primarily for restriction of air activity. The 
restricted area would not be leased, but certain rights would be ob- 
tained to control trespass and possible future commercial enterprise in 
this area. In addition, a number of small areas along the boundaries 
of the restricted area would also be leased as instrumentation sites. 

The joint range is considered necessary to: 
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Permit further integration of bomb drop requirements. 

Accommodate high altitude drops from high Mach aircraft. 

Accommodate high altitude crosswind ballistic studies. 

Accommodate high Mach LABS (low altitude bombing systems) 
approaches with full instrumentation. 

Provide a 24 hour capability. 

Although other possible sites were considered, the Winslow area 
more fully satisfied the site criteria as established by the original site 
selection group. 

The range, as proposed, is located entirely in Arizona in an area 
north of Winslow, Ariz., running east and west approximately 100 
miles. The flight line would extend from the west end of the Defiance 
Plateau westward nearly to the Little Colorado River. The range 
would be south of Keanes Canyon and laid entirely within the Navaho 
and Hopi Reservations. The target (impact area) would be about 
30 nautical miles northwest of Winslow. 

Following is a list of the factors favorable to the location of this 
range: 

The target area is sufficiently isolated to permit safe high explosive 
employment. 

Multiple flight path east to west would be possible. 

The airspace restricted area supporting the range could be expanded 
in length up to 120 miles, if required, in the future. 

None of the target area is absolutely flat, but a 2 by 2 mile area could 
be made so with relative ease. 

The master station would be about 35 miles from Winslow which 
has an estimated population of 8,000. 

No major highways, airways, or railroads cross the proposed range 
area. 

No major community lies within 15 miles of the flight path. Two 
pipeline pumping stations are contained in the range area, though well 
away from the impact area. Each contains 10 to 15 residences, small 
Indian settlements of a few families which are widely separated 
throughout the area. 

Terrain is quite flat except for buttes and small mesas along both 
sides of the flight path. There are no prohibiting terrain features to 
a 40-mile low-level approach. 

Subsurface is highly stable. 

Target is about 230 nautical miles from Albuquerque. 

No electronic interference of concern. 

The range will not require acquisition by the Air Force of addi- 
tional land by purchase, as control of the 5 by 15-mile impact area 
would be obtained by lease from the Indians. 

The Navaho Indian Council has approved the execution of such a 
lease for a term of 25 years with the provision of a single renewal of 
25 years. 

The flight corridor will be established essentially for the control of 
air traffic and will not materially affect the movement or activities of 
the Indians with the exception of the control of commercial building 
in the corridor. 

Effect of Winslow activities upon other ranges is as follows: 

The Los Lunas range, New Mexico, and the Edwards (Aberdeen 
bombing mission) range will be completely closed once the Winslow 
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range is in operation. The Salton Sea range utilization by the Air 
Force would be reduced to only those drops which are required to go 
to sea level. The Aberdeen bombing mission is within the Edwards 
Air Force Base Reservation and consequently no acreage would be 
released. However, the Los Lunas range deactivation would render 
approximately 6,000 acres excess to research and development require- 
ments. The Air Force presently has issued a permit to the Atomic 
Energy Commission for use of certain lands within the Las Vegas 
bombing and gunnery range. The Atomic Energy Commission = 
established an interim facility which will conflict “with unlimited use 
of the overall range by other agencies for other purposes. Upon 
activation of the Winslow 1 range the Atomic Energy Commission ac- 
tivities at the Las Vegas range would be phased out and moved to the 
Winslow range. Est ablishment of the joint range in the Winslow area 
will eliminate the current requirement for the Los Lunas research and 
development range, the Aberdeen bombing mission range, the interim 
joint range and reduce utilization of the Salton Sea range to in- 
stances where a drop to sea level is required. 


HUNTING AND FISHING 


In August of 1956 the Air Force provost marshal was given the 
responsibility for developing an Air Force wide and centrally moni- 

tored fish and wildlife conservation program. This responsibility 
includes the monitoring of published directives to insure that local 
Air Force regulations are in accordance with applicable Federal, State, 
and local laws. A summary was made of State fishing and hunting 
laws as they pertain to the granting of resident licenses to military 
personnel. This information was obtained direct from State con- 
servation agencies. 

One of the actions growing out of the program was the signing, 
on December 17, 1956, by U nder Secretary James H. Douglas for the 
Air Force and Mr. John L. Farley, for the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior, of a memorandum of 
agreement wherein each activity agreed to mutually assist each other 
to develop and maintain the fish and wildlife resources on property 
presently under the control of the Air Force or which may come under 
such control in the future. 

In addition to the signing of the agreement with the Fish and Wild- 
life Service, the Air Force sent a questionnaire to the conservation 
agency of each of the States having Air Force installations within 
their boundaries. One of the questions read as follows: 

Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 
Thirty-five States replied “No” to that question. Eight States indi- 
cated some problems, but none of which we consider to be such that 
they cannot be worked out between Air Force and State officials. 
These — from the State conservation agencies are available if 
any member of the committee would like to see them. It is the policy 
and intent of the Air Force, as stated in the memorandum of agree- 
ment, to establish in those areas under its jurisdiction, a comprehensive 
and responsible Air Force-wide program of fish and wildlife con- 
servation. 
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This concludes my statement. However, Mr. Chairman, if you or 
any of your members have any further questions, we shall be glad 
to attempt to answer them. 

(By later order of the Chair, the memorandum of agreement 
follows :) 


MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AIR FoRCE AND THE 
UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, FOR 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF A FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION ProGRAM THROUGH- 
OUT THE UNITED STATES Atk FORCE 

DECEMBER 17, 1956. 

In recognition of the responsibilities for wildlife conservation that are inherent 
in the use and control of extensive areas throughout the United States, its Terri- 
tories and possessions, the United States Air Force desires to establish, in those 
areas under its jurisdiction, a comprehensive and responsible Air Forcewide pro- 
gram of fish and wildlife conservation. 

Toward the development of such a program, the Air Force and the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior, mutually agree 
to assist each other to develop and maintain the fish and wildlife resources on 
property presently under the control of the Air Force or which may come under 
such control in the future. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service will aid the Air Force by providing the limit of 
available funds and personnel, technical advice and assistance in preparing 
fish and wildlife development and management plans; advice and/or assistance 
in construction and management of fishing waters; improvement of habitat, 
stocking of suitable game, predator control, planting of food for wildlife, and 
similar practices. 

The Air Force will implement and carry out the fish and wildlife management 
plans mutually approved by the two agencies to include orderly harvesting of the 
fish and game crop, insofar as this may be done without interference with the 
primary mission of the Air Force. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service and the Air Force, consistent with their primary 
objectives and responsibilities, the availability of funds and personnel, will en- 
deavor in every p*ssible instance to cooperate with State conservation depart- 
ments in the development and management of the programs. 

JAMES H. DovuGLAs, 
Under Seerctary, United States Air Force. 
JOHN L. FARLEY, 
Acting Director, Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior. 


The Cuatmrman. Mr. Robinson, what is the total acreage given up 
by the Air Force as indicated by that table on page 5 of your state- 
ment? 

Mr. Roprnson. The figure boa the continental United States is 
4,343,583. For Alaska it is 1,383,700, which makes a grand total for 
both of 5,729,283 acres welll are excess for bombing and gunnery 
ranges, sir, only. I believe that is correct. Now that includes both 
fee and leased land along with the public-domain land. 

The Cuarrman. Do I understand that, while giving up that area, 
the Air Force together with the Atomic Energy Commission con- 
templates the establishment of a new range? 

Mr. Roprnson. That is right; we do. 

The Cuatrman. West of Winslow, Ariz. ¢ 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes. 

The Crateman. And that range will be roughly a hundred miles 
long; is that right? 

Mr. Rogrnson. Yes; that is correct; 20 by 100, I believe. This is 
the airspace we are talking about—20 by 100. 

The CHarrman. 20 by 100 would be the airspace ? 

Mr. Roprnson. That is correct. 


© 








a, 
n- 


les 


MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 91 


The CHarmman. How much ground underneath would be preempted 
by reason of use of the airspace so as to make it impossible for ordi- 
nary occupancy ¢ 

Mr. Roprnson. You mean what does that total by way of acreage 
underneath ? 

The CHarrman. Yes; that would be precluded from private or 
other uses 

Mr. Rosson. The impact area is 48,000 acres. Now that is the 
area that is 5 by 15 miles. The acreage of the land underneath the 
airspace, the airspace being 20 by 100 miles, is 1,280,000 acres. 

The Cuatrman. Do I understand that other utilization of the area 
below the airspace would in all instances be precluded ? 

Mr. Crecont. No, sir. The restriction on trespass will be in those 
ureas In which you have the instrumentation sites. The other restric- 
tions would be 1n the corridors on the height restrictions to building. 

The Carman. You are not going to get many 30-story buildings 
out there, are you? 

Mr. Cecont. In case someone wants to put up a 2,000-foot tower or 
-omething like that, that would interfere with activities on the range. 

The CHarrman. You referred to a lease with the Navaho Indians? 

Mr. Crecont. Yes: the lease would be entered into with the tribal 
ouncil of the Indian tribe. 

The CHAtRMAN. Does that lease carry compensation / 

Mr. Cecont. Yes, sir; the lease will be at the fair rental value for 
the land, and the lease will be negotiated with the tribal council, 

subject to approval by the Bureau of Indian Affairs; and if it is over 
$25.000 cost. it would have to be approved by the Armed Servic 
(‘ommittee. 

The Cuarrman. Are you contemplating taking this area because 
the use is different than the use that is made of Eglin out in the gulf, 
or because the Eglin Air Force Base, the Eglin complex is not capable 
of carrying its present load plus this load ? } 

Mr. Rogrson. I think that is true, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHarrMan. Both statements are true or just the one? I put 
he question in the alternative. 

Mr. Rosryson. I do not think the Eglin Base could accommodate 
9 in conjunction with its present activities, and I also doubt whether 
it is big enough. I think there would also be a question of whether 
you could conduct or have the proper instrumentation im the Eglin 

rea such as you would have in this area that we are discussing. I 
oe I am correct on that from an operational standpoint. 

olonel Powers. Sir, the primary reason for loc ating this range 
in the Winslow area is to have a range that has a capability to meet 
the high performance requirements within 250 miles of Albuqueraue 
where the primary area of inter rest, as far as the Air Force, the Atomic 
nergy Commission, and the Navy, will be operating ont of Kirtland 
\ir Force Base. 

The Crrareman. The impact area is not, then, the essential point? 

Colonel Powers. Yes, sir. One of the basic factors in determining 
the location of this range was that the impact area be within 254 miles 
of Albuquerque. 

The CHarrMan. What about the interference with commercial and 

‘vate aircraft north and south? 
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Colonel Powers. There is none. There will be no interference with 
commercial air travel with the location of the impact area and the 
flight path. 

The Cuarrman. What if some private pilot comes flying through 
the air? Would he be apt to get run over? 

Colonel Powers. There will be certain instructions sent out through 
the normal channels to indicate the activity that is being carried on in 
that area. 

The CuatrmMan. On the air map the impact area would be marked 
“Prohibited Area” ? 

Colonel Powers. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. What about the other areas over which the Air 
Force is flying at high altitudes? Would private aircraft be per- 
mitted to operate below certain elevations? 

Colonel MacGuer. In clarification, Mr. Chairman, the area of the 
entire flight path, the 100 or 120 miles by 20 miles, would be shown on 
aeronautical charts as an airspace reservation. The notices to airmen 
would carry an explanation of the type of activities and to what al- 
titudes they would be conducted, and the restrictions with respect to 
time, whether it is daylight hours only, Monday through Friday, or 24 
hours a day. It would ‘also give the restrictions on altitude. 

As far as the flight of small aircraft is concerned, it would be ey 
applicable to the 20-by-100-mile area as it would be to the impact area 

The Cuarrmman. In other words, they will have to stay out? 

Colonel MacGuer. That is right. It would be the same as any of 
the other airspace we have scattered around. 

The CuatrMan. Some of them are prohibited areas and some are 
only restricted. 

Colonel MacGuer. The only ones we have that are prohibited areas 
are those over atomic energy facilities and the White House. and we 
haveonemore. All the rest are airspace warning areas into which you 
proceed at your own risk. 

The CHatrmMan. Certainly the area of impact would be a prohibited 
area. 

Colonel MacGuer. That is a technical wording, sir. On the aer- 
onautical chart that one would be classified as D ora danger area. But 
there is no prohibition against your flying through it as there is in 
flying over an atomic energy facility, which is a “prohibited area in 
which you would probably be intercepted. 

The CHarrmMan. You would certainly mark the impact areas as 
“Prohibited.” 

Colonel MacGuer. As “Danger” areas. 

The CHamman. I would not want to be flying around there. 

Colonel MacGuer. It is purely a technical description to desig- 
nate an area through which there will be no flight and one in which 
there will be hazards. There are other hazards due to flight of air- 
craft, testing, training, due to aerobatics, all of which are hazards in 
the airspace, which are equally deadly to the dropping of a bomb or 
shooting of 





The Cratrman. I want to compliment the Air Force on the energy 
and diligence that has been shown in surveying the area and getting 
rid of over 5 million acres, which goes to show when the matter is given 
some attention it can be done. 
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I have one other question and that is this: I have not read Mr. 
Rooney’s statement in toto, so it may be reflected. Sere, But is there 
a procedure here for the purpose of keeping these areas under constant 
surveillance and reassessing them from time to stine, so you will meet 
again, say a year from now, to determine whether or not there are 
areas that m: Ly be excess to the needs of the Air Force ? 

Mr. Rozrnson. Yes, Mr. C hairman, that is a continuing process im 
the Air Staff. In other words, it is not something that stops. This 
is going on constantly—a reappraisal and reassessment of what our 
needs are. 

The Cuarrman. Is there a procedure set up for that in the Depart- 
ment of Defense ? 

Mr. Ropinson. Yes, sir; there is. I would like to have Mr. Ceconi 
explain how that operates within the Department. 

Mr. Cecont. Each year in Air Force we review the requirements 
for installations and fac ilities, and we develop these studies, and based 
upon these studies and mission requirements, assessment is made of 
the facilities that are required. Every 2 years, under the procedure 
set up by the Office of Secretary of Defense, we report to them. We 

recently submitted the report on retention of real property, and in 
the next 2 years we will submit a subsequent report. Dut each year 
in the Air Force we evaluate our requirements. 

Mr. Rorstnson. This is done, I believe, starting right from the base 
level ? 

Mr. Crcont. Yes. 

The Cuairman. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I have just one question. I understood you to say 
that the acreage that was found to be in excess of your needs would 
be 5,729, 100-plus. How much new acreage are you asking for in order 
to compensate for the loss of that 5,729,000 acres ? 

Mr. Roprxson. I would like to, if I may, emphasize the fact that this 
five-million-some-odd acres is excess to the Air Force for bombing 
and gunnery range purposes only; that the requirement for this acre- 
age for other purposes is now under consideration by the Air Staff. 
Some of this acreage, it is possible, may be required for the new 
missile systems or for other purposes. Some of the acreage that is 
not required by the Air Force for any purpose—it will be determined 
whether or not either of the other two services has a requirement for 
that or some other Government agency has. 

Mr. Aspinaii. Are there any figures at the present time to show 
what that amount might be? 

Mr. Rosinson. The total that is excess to all Air Force require- 
ments is 594,990 acres. 

Mr. Asprnatt. And you have no determination at the present time 
as to whether that is excess to the needs of the other branches of the 
military ¢ 

Mr. Ropinson. That part is, 1am informed. That is excess for the 
Air Force and the Army and the Navy. In other words, it is excess 
to the Air Force requirement, and the other two services have indi- 
cated, I understand, no requirement for it. 

Mr. Asprnaui. That is all. 

The Crairman,. Dr. Miller. 
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Dr. Mruver. I notice on page 1 of your statement you state : 


All use permits granted to the military departments are revocable at will 
by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Does anyone know if the Secretary of the Interior ever revoked a 
permit ? 

Mr. Rorrnson. I do not know of one. 

Mr. Crcont. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Roprnson. Not to my knowledge, sir. I do not know of any. 

Dr. Miter. Do you get the consent of the Secretary of the Interior 
for taking over public lands? Is it necessary to have his authorization 
or consent ¢ 

Mr. Rosrnson. That is required when the acreage is over 50,000 
ae 

, Miter. Has the Secretary ever re fused or in the process held up 
for review your request for public lands? 

Mr. Crcon1. Adjustments have be en made on certain requests for 
permits. We have never had a turndown from the Department of 
the Interior. However, we have made adjustments where one area is 
not suitable and we might Tot ate in another area or make adjustments 
to the boundaries of existing areas. 

Dr. Mitter. Did I understand one of your group to say that you 
also needed the ap yproval of the Armed Services Committee for par- 
eels ot I: and over S: 25 OOO 7 

Mr. Crcont. Yes, sir; acquired land or Indian land in excess of 
$25,000 we would have to obtain ap oneal of the Armed Services 
Committees. Also on public domain lands where we expend funds 
in excess of $25,000 for lease and suspension of mineral rights or 
grazing rights, things of that nature. 

Dr. Mutter. This Ad Hoc Be ard f General Officers was established 
in Fanuary of 1956, and were the findings of that Board what made 
le for you to release nearly 6 million acres of this land? Was 
that part of their findings or not? 

Mr. Rogsrnson. That is essentially correct. They determined there 
were over 5 million acres excess to the bombing and gunnery range 
requirements. 

Dr. Mitier. Do you know whether there has ever been any differ- 
ence of opinion in the Board as to the need of land and whether it 
hould be released or not ? 

Mi. Rozpinson. I cannot answer that, sir. J do not think so. I do 
not know whether there was or not. 

Dr. Minuer. I would not ih so either, because it looks to me like 
the Board as constituted are all of the same frame of mind. In on 
words, the Board is not set a as one that might raise controvers 
because they are all military and there are no civilians on here t] sat 
might take exceptions 

Mr. Rortnson. That is true, but I feel sure they looked at it quite 
conscientiously. 

Dr. Muuer. I am sure it isa very high-class board. But I am im- 
press dw ith the fact that whet 1 you hi ave one of thos se boards as arule 
vou have one that represents all varieties of opinion, lay groups per- 
haps as well as those who might all be of the same opinion, or you 
do not get a very good report. 

You have a very hieh-class membership no doubt, but they are all 


litarvy men, all looking at it from the military standpoint. I was 


it possib 
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hoping you might put a few taxpayers and disinterested members on 
the Board. You might get a better picture and objective view of all 
sides of this question. Was that done? 

Mr. Rozrnson. No. This is purely a staff study. That is true. 

Dr. Mitier. 1 compliment you because you were able to release 
some land after the study. 

Mr. Rosrnson. I might add, I think the Board was quite cognizant 
of some of the comments that had been made by the committee and 
perhaps by some taxpayers. 

Dr. Mitter. I am sure they have been. If you want any suggestions 
for one or two members on this Board who might have some inde- 
pendent opinions, I would be glad to supply you with two or three 
names if you have a vacancy on there at any time. 

Chis is just a constructive suggestion. I compliment you on what 
you have done, but I think you can still go much further in releasing 
some of the land. 

There is only one other question I have. I was rather intrigued by 
the last pag: relative to hunting and fishing. You state: 

It is the policy and intent of the Air Force, as stated in the memorandum « 
agreement, to establish in those areas under its jurisdiction, a conrprehensive 
and responsible Air Foree-wide program of fish and wildlife conservation. 

[ wanted to ask, sir: Does this comprehensive program fit in with 
the rules and regulations that might exist in the States? In other 
words, do you take into account State laws or do your regulations ran 
contrary to State regulat ions ¢ 

Mr. ROBINSON. | think it very definitely does take into contempla 
tion the State laws. 

Colonel Royal has been more or less monitoring this, and £ would 
like to ask him to give a brief statement of what has been accomplished 
to date. I think it might be advisable for the committee to have that 
information. 

Dr. Minrer. I think it might be wise, because in the past there have 
been some rather sharp conflicts as to what goes on on reservations in 
various States as to hunting where violations of regulations have 
occurred. 

| would like to have that comment, if it is permissible, Mr. Chair 
man, 

The CHarrman. Yes. 

Mr. Roprnson. I do not think I made this offer, but I would like 
to offer this memorandum of agreement which I referred to in my 
statement asa part of my statement, if I may. , 

The CHatraan. Without objection, it will be permitted. (See p. 
90). 

Colonel Royal, in response to the doctor’s inquiry. 

Colonel Roya. I have some statistics here which are not complete. 
The final 53 replies to a questionnaire that we sent out to our installa- 
tions arrived just this morning and I have not had time to incorporate 
them in the overall compilation of figures. 

We have queried 153 of our installations in the United States with 
a questionnaire involving 24 questions. We wanted to find out just 
what the situation was at our installations as regards hunting and 
fishing. 

We find that only 29 of our installations have both hunting and 
fishing. At 45 of our installations we have fishing: at 58 we have 
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hunting. In every instance except one e that that was 
an error in the report—they report seehantionen with the hunting laws 
of the State. 

Dr. Mirzer. Did you at the same time contact the fish and game 
commissions in the several States as to whether there were violations 
or not? 

Colonel Roya. Yes, sir; we did. 

Dr. Miter. Have you a report on that from the officials of the 
States? 

Colonel Roya. Yes, sir; we do. Thirty-five of them said they had 
no complaint at all. Eight of them indic: ated some problems. None 
of them, however, were what we consider serious criticism of the Air 
Force policy. 

Dr. Mire. You heard the testimony earlier of one of our col- 
leagues, Mr. Johnson, where he had some rather serious charges about 
the shooting of deer from highways with lights, and so forth. Does 
that refer to the military ? 

Colonel Roya. I can only speak for the Air Force, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. That is the delight of a divided command—you can 
never hold the Air Force responsible for what the Navy or anybody 
else does. The only way you are ever going to get it is to get all three 
of them here some day and pin them down. 

We all know there are violations going on and going on every day. 
Most of these reservations, the testimony to the contrary notwith- 
standing, are private game reserves for the military. Some of us 
who are associated with the military know. We have been there and 
seen them. 

It comes with rather poor grace to one who has been there to see 
some of these things—“We are only responsible for ourselves and not 
these other things.” It amuses me in the hearings we have had now 
for over a year to find no branch of the Department of Defense is 
responsible for anything else. I thought we had a unified command, 
but the more I hear of this the more I am satisfied we have a separate 
command for every branch. 

Dr. Mriurr. I am rather interested in the colonel’s report because 
I think he has taken the right step of making inquiries of both the 
153 installations and the game wardens and commissioners. It seems 
to me the Air Force has a rather good record in that respect, and we 
will get the composite picture from the other branches as to whether 
they have followed the procedure. 

I have had a number of complaints. Frankly, I am not sure it was 
the Air Force. I guess they did fly planes into South Dakota, I see, 
10 or 15 or them up there at hunting time. They just happened to be 
there, I think, in hunting season. They probably had some other 
business up there in one of their installations. 

But those complaints filter into us a great deal, and I wondered what 
steps you had taken to investigate violations, if there were violations, 
and what you were doing to keep the Air Force in step and in line 
with the regulations that exist in the States. I think you have gone 
quite a way in doing that. 

Mr. Asprnati. Will the gentleman yield? 

Dr. Mriuer. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnati. Will my colleague propound the question of what 
have they done relative to these eight instances where they did find 
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a difficult situation? What have you done with those, Colonel Royal? 

Colonel Roya. Sir, this is something that is so new we have not 
had time to do a great deal with specific things. The complaints we 
had from the States were not for specific violations. They were 
generalities. 

Mr. Asprnatu. If they were generalities, what has been your con- 
ference or connection with the State in order to relieve those difficul- 
ties to which the State has made some complaints? 

Colonel Royat. We have not had any yet, sir. These things came 
in, the last one I believe less than 10 days ago. The program is just 
being started. We have not reached that point % yet. 

Mr. Asprnati. Are you at liberty to say what you are going to do 
in reference to these eight States which have said that they have some 
complaint ? 

Colonel Royan. We plan to contact the States directly, yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnaun. And find out whether or not they they really have 
some serious charges against your service ? 

Coloney Royat- Yes, sir, in every instance. 

Mr. Asprnauu. If they do have serious charges against your service, 
you will take action against those who have been at fault. Is that 
right ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. That is right. 

Mr. Aspinati. Provided they are proven ? 

Mr. Roprinson. Yes, sir. 

Dr. Mitirr. In other words, the Air Force intends to comply faith- 
fully with State laws on fish and game? 

Mr. Roptnson- Yes. 

Colonel Roya. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatyi (presiding). The gentleman from New York. 

Mr. O’Brien. I would like to follow briefly. if I may, the questions 
asked by Mr. Aspinall. As I understand it, there are 5,729,000 acres 
that are excess for the present purposes but may be taken over by the 
Navy or the Army. Is that correct? With the exception of a half a 
million or so, 

Mr. Roprvson. Some of that may be required by the Air Force in 
light of the new weapons systems. 

Mr. O’Brren. There are only about a half million acres that are 
really excess, that the military as a whole has no further use for; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Ropinson. That is correct. 

Mr. O’Brien. Under this program that is being ‘developed, the 
Winslow range and so forth, that would add about 1,300,000 acres to 
the Air Force holdings in that section? 

Mr. Roprnson. No; 48,000. The other area relates to airspace. 

Mr. O’Brien. I am talking about the entire program, Alaska and 
so forth. You would add about 1,300,000 acres to the land required; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Rortnson. I believe that is right. 

Mr. O’Brien. Would it be understood then, when and if this pro- 
gram is complete, the military as a whole may have 800,000 more acres 
than it now has? 

Mr. Rosrnson. That is a possibility; yes. 

Mr. O’Brien. I just wanted to clar ify that. 
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Mr. Rosrxson. It may be after this excess to the bombing and 
gunnery ranges has been gone through there will be other acreage 
that is excess io the military services, 

Mr. O’Brien. I just wanted to clarify it. 

There is one other question that has to do with the hunting. 

1 note that 35 States re plied that the y had no prob] lem with regard 
to the managenent and enforcement of the fishing and hunting laws 
at Air Force 1 ata anaes that & States did have problems. Is it 
not a fact thas. In a number of those 35 States, mstallations are not 
very large and the a eiiae and fishing problem is very minor? 

What I am trying to bring out is that, in the 8 States where there 
were complaints, are those not the 8 States in which the largest instal 
lations are located ? 
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Mr. Rospinson. I do hot Khow. I doubt whe her that is true. Mavbe 
PORN CHE SOE ive you thi 

Do you have the list, Col nek} 


Colonel Royau. Y es. 

Mr. O’Brien. I am thinking, for example, of the problem in Arizona 
or Wyoming or some State with a great deal of game might be much 
more serious than in Connecticut, for example, or New York. 

Mr. Ro sINSON. Th i is possible ; yes. 

Mr. O 
Sus 96. 


IRIEN. So the problem is not truly reflected by that 35 ver 


Mr. Rogrnson. Not necessarily; that is right. 

Dr. Mitier. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. O’Brien. Yes. 

Jr. Miniter. I wonder if it would be proper, Mr. Chairman, to ask 
if you could identify the eight States in which you have some com- 
plaints. 

Mr. Rogrxson. Yes; we could do that. As I believe I stated, we 
would be very happy to make the replies we received available to the 
committee. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Does the colonel have those names with him today ¢ 

Colonel Royat. \ es, si’. 

Mr. AspInauu. Please, give them to us at this time. 

Colonel Roya. Colorado, Maine, Mississippi, New Jersey, North 
Carolina, Montana, South Dakota, Wyoming are the States. 

Dr. Mintzer. It might be well to get the reports. 

Mr. Roprnson. We will be h: ap py to make them available. 

Mr. Asprnawu. If you will deliver to us COpies SO We Can have them in 
our file, we will appreciate it. 

Mr. Rogrnson. We will be glad to do it. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Thank you very much. 

(The reports will be found in the files of the committee.) 

Mr. Asprnaun. Mr. Westland. 

Mr. WestLanp. Do I understand you are merely asking for those 
eight? 

“Mr. Asprwauy. I am asking for the reports that they have on all of 
the States. 

Mr. WestTianpb. I would think on all the States, because I would like 
to get the questionnaire and replies from the State of Washington. 

Mr. Rozinson. We will make all the reports available to the com- 
mittee. 
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Mr. Asprnarn. Just copies of them. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The gentlewoman from Idaho, Mrs. Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask about = approxi- 
mate half million acres that have been requested by the Air National 
Guard in the Craters of the Moon area in Idaho. 

We have had a great deal of correspondence from some of the live- 
stock owners in that area telling us that it is going to deprive them of 
their range, spring range and that sort of thing. Do you know what 
the plans are for the type of use of this half million acres of land 4 
Will it be the type that will be dangerous to continued grazing of 
livestock ? 

Colonel MacGurr. Ma’am, the approximately 480,000 acres that 
comprise the Craters of the Moon range were found to be excess for 
bombing and gunnery requirement for the Air Force by the Weapons 
Range Board. 

Mrs. Prost. They have been found to be excess # 

Colonel MacGuer. That is right, by the Weapons Range Board. 
In the development of requirement for the Air National Guard, there 
was a recommendation by the Board that an effort be made to accom- 
modate the guard requirement at the Saylor Creek range. 

This problem involved the relocation of a commercial airway. 
Efforts to relocate that airway have not succeeded, and the guard 
has requested that we make available Craters of the Moon to them 
for air-to-air gunnery. 

This matter is presently under consideration and study. It has not 
reached a final decision. 

With respect to a conflict with civilian use, Craters of the Moon 
was made available to the Air Force with restrictions in the public 
land order as to grazing. I would say that, regardless of whether it 
is used for another mission or used by the Air National Guard, the 
restrictions imposed on the Air Force with respect to grazing would 
continue to apply. In other words, if the Air National Gu: rd uses it 
for air to-air gunnery, they can only use it during the period which 
it is made avail: ee to us under the public land order. 

Mrs Prost. Did I understand you to say there are already restric- 
tions in that area ¢ 

Colonel MacGuer. In the public-land order; yes, ma’am. 

Mrs, Prost. The Craters of the Moon area? 

Colonel MacGurr. Yes, ma’am. The public land order contams 
two periods of restriction of Air Force use of the range. 

Mrs. Prost. Do you know at what time those restrictions are 
effectiy et 

Mr. Ceconr: During the grazing season. 

Colonel MacGuerer. I am not sure whether winter grazing or summer 
grazing. 

Mr. Crecont. There are certain periods, 3-month periods set aside, 
in which grazing is suitable, and at those times the ranges are closed 
for air-to-air operation or other military operation. 

Mrs. Prosr. I see. 

Mr, Cecont. The same thing would apply if the Air National Guard 
took over. The same restrictions would apply that are contained in 
the public land order. 
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Mrs. Prost. Then, in your opinion, these people are unnecessarily 
alarmed ? 


Mr. Cecont. Yes. 

Mrs. Prosr. Do you think they will be able to completely utilize the 
grazing area? 

Mr. Crcont. In the same manner they have now. 

Mrs. Prost. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauy. The gentleman from Utah. 

Mr. Dawson. Mr. Robinson, on page 5 of your statement you indi- 
cate that you have 710,720 acres of land on the Wendover bombing 
range in Utah which is excess to your needs, and 303,000 of those acres 
are being processed for disposal. Can you tell me whether or not those 
acres are also excess to the needs of the Navy ? 

Colonel MacGuer. Congressman Dawson, by the nature of their 
location they cannot be used for aerial gunnery, bombing, or flying 
purposes, in that they lie directly underneath the civil airway that 
runs from Wendover to Salt Lake City. It isa strip of land approxi- 
mately 15 miles wide. Also United States Highway 50. Also the 
Union Pacific Railroad. I am not sure which railroad. Also two 
pipelines traverse the same area, splitting it right through the middle 
and precluding use of this strip for bombing and gunnery purposes. 

Mr. Dawson. Those railroads and installations you speak of were 
in there at the time you took the installation over; were they not? 

Colonel MAacGuesr. It was taken over in 1942, sir. I believe during 
the World War II emergency they laid out a blanket perimeter and 
went right around, recognizing easements or prior rights as they 
went, not making any other distinctions. 

Mr. Dawson. In other words, you just took the whole area there 
at the time, knowing that you could not use it; is that right? 

Colonel MacGuer. Well, I would say it was taken subject to exist- 
ing rights and qualified by the fact it was way before my time. In 
fact, before the time of most of us here. 

Mr. Dawson. You are aware of the controversy we have had out 
there, I think, with the Navy in regard to some land immediately 
north of the Wendover bombing range on which they are presently 
asking for additional acreage. Is that right? 

Colonel MacGuer. I am aware of a problem on airspace in the 
Salt Lake City area more than a problem of land. 

Mr. Dawson. The airspace was tied up on this 303,000 acres of 
land, the same as it was on the whole area. 

Colonel MacGuer. Oh, no, sir. That is the difference. I have a 
map here, if you would care to see it, which would show 

Mr. Dawson. I do not want to take the time of the committee, 
but I am concerned with this question as to whether or not the De- 
partment of Defense is coordinating the requirements of the various 
services as they should be, because we do have these demands that 
are being made by the Navy at the same time the Air Force is declaring 
they have 710,000 acres excess to their needs immediately adjoining 
the area the Navy is asking for. 

Colonel MacGuer. Right. The difference is that this is a commer- 
cial airway, and with the exception of the transit of commercial 
aircraft from the altitude of 700 feet above the surface on up to 
20,000 feet, it could not be used by the military at all for bombing or 
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gunnery. In other words, your major commercial airline link coast 
to coast goes through this corridor between the two usable areas. 

Mr. Dawson. And you have not been using that area for years; is 
that right? 

Colonel MacGueg. Not since 1942. 

Mr. Dawson. Since 1942? 

Colonel MacGurer. We could not use it. 

Mr. Dawson. Yet over the 15 years they have made no effort to 
release it, dispose of it? 

Colonel MacGuer. I think there may be an explanation of that. 
I know when I first looked into it, it just did not occur to me that we 
would own land in a bombing and gunnery range under a commercial 
airway, and as soon as we found that we did have control over lands 
under a commercial airway which we could not use, we immediately 
took action to relinquish it. I think that is probably what beclouded 
the issue, that the airway was plotted across the map and one would 
not think of looking for land under it. 

Mr. Dawson. That is a pretty big acreage, about a million acres of 
land you have had all that time. 

Colonel MacGuer. There is a clarification involved. There are 
only 303,000 acres involved in the area through which the airway 
travels. 

Mr. Dawson. You say 710,000 acres are excess to your needs. 

Colonel MacGuer. There is a qualification there. The 400,000 
acres constituting the balance are not excess to our needs. They 
represent the most southernmost portion of the Wendover bombing and 
gunnery range. They are adjacent to the Army Dugway Proving 
Ground Command. 

For several years, for the 3 years with which I am acquainted, the 
Army has requested primary control over these lands, in that the nature 
of their tests and safety precautions require unique weather conditions. 
ae re are only certain times, maybe every 11 or 14 months, when they 

‘an conduct these tests. When these conditions develop they need to 
be able to move and move fast. Therefore, they have sought primary 
control of this area. 

During this same period we used the land for bombing purposes by 
multiengine aircraft. As our requirements for bombing purposes de- 
creased, our ability to use this land also decreased in that contamina- 
tion precluded our use of it by single-engine aircraft. We did not 
want. a pilot coming down in this area. 

Mr. Dawson. Then is a portion of the 303,000 acres contaminated ? 

Colonel MacGuerr. Not to our knowledge. That is quite a bit 
north, about 40 miles north. 

We have worked out with the Army commander at Dugway a joint 
use agreement which reserves to the Air Force the right for air-to-air 
rocketry over this area, but also reserving to them the right to stop 
us on very short notice. Our net gain out of this administra- 
tive action is that the commander of Dugway will provide air-sea 
rescue capability for any of our personnel that come down in this 
area, having adequate hospital facilities to take care of them. All in 
all, we have a net gain out of the operations. 

Mr. Dawson. Thatisall. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Montana, Mr. Metcalf. 
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Mr. Mercatr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to pursue this statement 
on hunting and fishing just a little bit further. 

I am unable to ascertain from the statement that you made, Mr. 
Robinson, whether you approve of section 4 of the bill H. R. 627 and 
other companion bills. Are you'in agreement with that section or 
are you not? 

Mr. Rornrnson. Yes: we are in agreement with it: the Department 
of Defense is in agreement with it and the Air Foree is in agreement 
with it. 

Mr. Mercauyr. This part of vour statement is that vou already 
independently, without this additional legislation started a program 
and plan to do some of these things that would be required by section 
t of the bill? 

Mr. Roptnson. Yes: that is correct. I believe we started, as a mat- 
ter of fact, last year when the same provision was in the bill passed b 
the House at that time. 

Mr. Mercatr. I think you mentioned Montana as one of the States 
that had complained about some of your relationships. Now, in Mon- 
tana we have two complaints: One is the fact on reservations and so 
forth there have been violations of conservation laws and failure to 
require military personnel to have licenses. 

The other complaint, — which T have written and had consider- 
able co rrespondence with the Air Force, was the fact Swe \ir Force 
personnel came into SEnisbiedia end secured resident licenses in violation 
of the laws of the State of Montana. 

Lam glad to have your statement here. Iam glad to have the policy 
stated by the Department of Defense, because, frankly, L was not 
quite satisfied with the w: iy that the Air Force handled the business 
of Air Force personne! fiving into Montana and securing resident 
heenses. 

Lf am referring specifically to a case where » members of the Air 
Force—a colonel, 2 lieutenant colonels from the Pentagon, a major. 
and a captain came into Montana. The Air Force said that they 
con plained the Jaws of Montana were tricky and that they believe that 
they acted in good faith. 

“want to read to vou the resident law of the State of Montana. 


t 
A 
It provides that, in determining : a iiebident for the purpose of issuins 


— is 


resident fishing and hunting licenses, the following provisions shal 
apply: 


Tuat members of the Ari ned Forces of the United States or regulariy appointed 
officers and employees of the United States Forest Service, United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service, United States Park Service, and the Bureau of Land 
Management who are assigned to duty in Montana, after a period of 30 days 
Within Montana, upon presenting assignment order emanating from the proper 
unit commander, shall be considered residents for the purpose of this act. The 
30-day residence requirement is waiyed in time of war. 


In your opinion, is that a tricky requirement ¢ 
Mr. Ronrnsox. From what you have read, it was quite understand- 
able tome. Ido not see anvt thine tricky about it. 


Mr. Mercatr. Could a colonel, lieutenant colonel, or captain in the 
A 


Air Force be deceived by that requirement ? 

Mr. Rorixson. I do not see how myself. You ask me a frank ques- 
tion. I] would say “No.? I do not think it 1s something that is ex- 
cusable, to muke a false statement, it this was the situation. 1 do not 
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know all of the details of it, but I think that type of thing is inexcus- 
able, and I do not think the Air Force condones it. But I do not know 
all the circumstances of that particular case. 

Mr. Mercatr. I regret that I do not have the applications that these 
particular officers filled out. However, on the application on a fishing 
license in Montana there is at the top of the license in red ink—the 
rest of the form is printed in black: 

Have you continuously resided in Montana for the past 6 months? 


And on these licenses that the Air Force personnel filled out they 
answered “Yes.” 

[ suppose that when an officer perjures himself in that way—the 
perjury was only to save a hundred dollars nonresident fee, or 
approximately a hundred dollars—that the fine of $350, of forfeiture 
of a bond, is sufficient punishment in the eyes of civil authorities. 

The point I was making is that in my correspondence with the 
Air Force at that time there was an attempt to justify this because, 
they said, the laws in Montana were tricky and that these people 
had been deceived. So I am glad to know that there is an attitude 
of cooperation on the part of the Air Force now and that you are 
complying with the laws so that you can expli Lin to these colonels 
and lieutenant ioe ls in the Air Force that a 30-day license on regu- 
lar order is required. 

Mr. Ruoprs. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mercarr. Yes. 

Mr. Ruoprs. Was that statement made under oath ¢ 

Mr. Mercatr. The statement is made under oath. I regret that 
I do not have the original form that was filled out. 

l have in my possession here a similar instance where naval officers 
flew into Montana and filled out forms under oath, 

The law of Montana is that this statement shall be made under 
oath, and it says on each one of these forms “subscribed and sworn 
before me,” and under the law the license agent is an officer qualified 
to administer the oath for the purpose of administering the hunting 
and hshing licenses 

Mr. Ruopes. Does the gentleman from Montana know whether these 
officers have been court-martialed or whether any action has been 
taken / 

Mr. Mercarr. I know; yes, because the Air Force has said, m view 
of the fact that they had forfeited a bond of $350 they felt that there 
had been sufficient punishment and—I am quoting:: 

I believe it would be unjust to further penalize these officers for their violation 
of the law. 

Mr. Ruoprs. I might say to the gentleman from Montana, I re- 
member distinctly sitting on several courts-martial during World 
War II of officers who were brought up under the ninety-sixth article 
of war for signing false affidavits, "and they were not only found guilty, 
but they were also fined a rather considerable sum of money, and that 
went in their military record. 

I just wonder if the service is getting a little lax on keeping up 
the quality of its officers and gentlemen. 

Mr. Mercarr. I only want to say here that I was disappointed in 
the Air Force that officers, who, 1 agree, are underpaid—and I am 
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ready and willing at any time to vote for an increase in pay of both 
enlisted men and officer personnel of the entire Department of De- 
fense—but that they would condone the fact that men would come in 
and perjure themselves in order to save a little over a hundred dollars. 
I hope that the statement that the gentleman has made, that is, the 
witness, and the policy adopted will require more cooperation with 
the laws of the States. I am glad that you have come here with that 
statement. 

Mr. Rogsrnson. All I can say, sir, on the basis of the facts as you 
have stated them—and I do not know what all the facts are—I do 
not think that type of activity is something to condone in any way. 
Whether there were other Se Gann circumstances I do not know. 

Mr. Mercatr. I regret that I do not have with me today the original 
documents, as I do have for the Nav y personnel who came in there in 
an analogous instance. But I felt—Senator Murray, Senator Mans- 
field, and I, all of whom complained, felt our complaint was not given 
the attention we felt it should be given, and the people of Montana, 
who are pleased to have officers and men from Malmstrom Airbase and 
other installations in Montana enjoy the facilities of hunting and 
fishing in that area. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Surely. 

Mr. Mercatr. We are also disappointed because we were charged 
with having tricky laws and deceiving our visitors and getting them 
into trouble. There was no intention to deceive, and the law, in my 
opinion, is plain. And when these five officers came into Montana 
they split up at the airbase. One went to one agent, another to another 
agent, and they went to five different agents, secured their hunting 
licenses, and then the party reassembled “and went out hunting. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnati. Do you know whether or not they continued to wear 
their uniforms or appeared in civilian dress? 

Mr. Mercatr. I am not sure. According to the report from a com- 
missioner of the Montana Fish and Game Commission, they appeared 
in civilian dress and secured their resident hunting licenses, but they 
did not present orders showing they had been residents for 30 days, 
and they did not secure the special military license. 

The only comment we had from the Air Force at that time was 
that the people had been deceived, an honest mistake, the laws in 
Montana were tricky, and that they felt $350 forfeiture was sufficient 
punishment. 

Mr. Rorprnson. You may be right. I would dislike knowing —_ 
body accused the laws of the State of Montana of being tric ‘ky. I do 
not know. The use of that has a little sinister connotation. I do not 
see, from what you have read of the law, anything tricky about it at 
all. 

Mr. Mercaxr. I bring that up because I am gratified at least there 
is evidence and testimony here this morning which encour ages me to 
believe there will be greater cooperation in the enforcement of these 
regulations. 

Mr. Roprnson. I think you have put } your finger on the main thing, 
which is, perhaps, a little more strength i in the enforcement of these 
regulations. I know there are going to be violations, and I think it is 
incumbent on us to see there is a little more enforcement. 
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The Cuarrman. The gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. Westianp. No questions. 

The Cuatrman. The gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. CuristopHEer. No comment. 

The Cuamman. The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruoprs. Mr. Robinson, turning to page 5 of the statement, list- 
ing these various parcels of land which are being processed or re- 
leased, I have numbered them for my own purposes here. 

First, I would like to ask you if all of these parcels of land are in 
the same status. Are they now owned by the Air Force in fee simple 
or are some of them use permits, or some of them easements, or just 
what is the status? 

Mr. Rosrnson. They are in three categories, I understand, sir. They 
are public-domain land, some of them are fee-title land, and some are 
leased lands. 

Mr. Ruopes. Referring to Laughlin No. 1 and No. 2, I presume, 
since they are being returned to private ownership, they were leased 
lands. 

Mr. Crcont. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. I have done a little quick arithmetic here and divided 
these various parcels into categories. 

The lands released outright consist of items 1, 6, 9, 11, 12, and 13, 
which amounts to 372,901 acres, approximately. That, as I see it, is 
all of the land which is being absolutely released by the Armed Forces 
and the Government. 

Mr. Crcont. That is correct. 

Mr. Ruopes. And another category is the over water, released out- 
right, which consists of items 3 and 4, 128,000 acres. 

Another category is that land released to other services or Govern- 
ment organizations, consisting of items 2, 10, 15, and 19, amounting to 
2,303,868 acres, more or less. 

There is another item, No. 18, Cook Inlet range, Alaska, which is 
what I call a contingent release of 807,890 acres. 

There is another item, which is one of the larger items, which is to 
be transferred within the Air Force, consisting of items 5, 7, 8, 14 
and 16, and 17, consisting of 1,708,899 acres. 

Mr. Crcont. I would like to qualify that. They are under study. 
The question of whether or not they will be transferred depends on 
the result of the study. 

Mr. Ruopes. Because these items are being studied by the Strategic 
Air Command does not mean SAC will take the land ? 

Mr. Crecont. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. So, as of now, we definitely have 372,901 acres which 


are being released outright. There may be part of the items trans- 
ferred within the Air Force which will be released outright, and 
perhaps the contingent release item will also be released outright ? 

Mr. Crcont. Right. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upatz,. Mr. Chairman, it does seem to me we are making a great 
deal of progress, that the activities of the chairman of this committee 
have produced changes so that we are now establishing and working 
on the joint facilities. 
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It happens this Winslow facility you contemplate is located in my 

own congressional district, and the first thing that occurred to me on 
hear ing the statement. was that there were other areas now being used- 
I refer. to Vincent Air Force Base, where the rocketry tests are held. 
and also the Yuma Test Station, which are about 80 miles long, that 
are also extensive areas. But, of course, the need for an area that is 
in close proximity to Kirtland Air Force Base and Albuquerque re- 
quires an installation within 250 miles. I believe that is the answer to 
the question [ had in my mind. 

But Ido want to say I think it isa step in the right direction to be 
establishing a joint facility, and wherever possible that it can be done 
I think we should continue a process of unloading some of the present 
areas. 

Now, with regard to this Winslow installation, I just have 2 or 3 
questions. It is contemplated that there will be a small station or 
facility of some kind in the nearby area ? 

Colonel Powers. Yes,sir. ‘There will be approximately 200 civilian 
contractor personnel, approximately 20 Air Force military personnel 
associated with this joint range. 

Mr. Upatu. When do you eontempl: ite establishing it and setting 
it up, including the negotiations with the Navaho Tribe? 

Colonel Powers. When we receive the necessary congressional ap- 
provals on this particular project. 

Mr. Upaun. I see. Oil and gas and uranium exploration has been 
taking place in all of the Nav: raho country. Other than the impact 
area there will be no ose ictions on exploration, I take it. 

Mr. Crcont. No, sir; except as to height limitations; but any ex- 
ploration of that a I do not believe would be barred. 

Mr. Upats. In that whole Navaho area there are very few high 
ways. Congress does not appropriate much money for highways on 
Indian lands, and there are just 2 or 3 north-south highways on that 
area. None of those will have to be closed as a result of the establish- 
ing of this base ? 

Mr. Rogsrnson. No, sir. 

The CHamman. The gentleman from Wyoming, Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. THomson. Mr. Chairman. This question probably should be 
directed to Colonel Royal, being along the line of what I asked Mr. 
Gale: 

Exclusive of the rights to control the trespassing and entry, do you 
claim any jurisdiction over the fish and wildlife on our Air Force 
reservations ? 

Colonel Roya. That is a pretty difficult question toanswer. But in 
general I would say, “No”; that, by long custom and common law, 
generally belongs to the people. 

Mr. THomson. On your bombing area that you have for large type 
bombs and that sort of thing, do you run into much of a contamination 
problem with duds and that sort of thing or do you keep pretty close 
track ? 

Mr. Crconr. For example, on “the Winslow area, there will be a 
continual dedudding process and constant supervision because of in- 
stirumentation which has to be under constant surveillance and check- 
ing, and therefore we do not anticipate contamination. 

Mr. Tomson. On that type of area do you permit other multiple 
uses such as grazing ¢ 
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Mr. Creconi. Yes, sir. 

Mr. THomson. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Baring. 

Mr. Barinc. Mr. Chairman, the testimeny today brought out some 
very lnportant evidence in my State. Last year the Navy grabbed 
some 300,000 acres from 4 counties. This was protested bitterly by 
miners, ranchers, sportsmen and county officials. 

According to this report, some 214 million acres are being released 
from the Nellis Base. I would like to ask Mr. Robinson, Does that in- 
clude Tonopak Base as well ? 

Mr. Ropinson, Yes. 

Mr. Barinc. That includes acreage in that base? 

pir. Cxcont. No. The Tonopah Air Force Base was declared ex- 
cess after World War Ll. We do not have control and jurisdiction 
over ‘that area. That was declared excess. 

Mr. Baring. Was that determined excess throughout the hearings 
of last vear ¢ 

Mr. (ECON lL. Yes, sir. You see, some people refer to this range as 
the Tonopah range and others as the Tonopah-Las Vegas range. The 
correct nomenclature is the Las Vegas bombing and gunnery range 
and the ‘Tonopah Air Force Base used in World War Li was in the 
northwest extension of the range 

Mr. Baring. The point I am trying to get in the record, it is avail- 
able to the Navy or any other de ‘partment right today ? 

Mr. Cecont. The municipal airport is available to anyone that 
wants fo se it. 

Colonel Brannock. You are talking about the acreage that is listed 
here? 

Mr. Baring. Yes. 

nn orp And not about the Nellis Airbase ? 

- Bari I am talking about the Tonopah bombing range. 

o ‘olonel Br \NNOOK. ‘The acreage listed here includes the old bomb- 
ing range that us = to be called the Tonopah bombing range but Is 
now a part of the Las Vegas bombing and gunnery range. 

Mr. Bartnc. Lam wr id to have that madee aie and now I think the 

ommittee ought to work further with the Navy to see if we cannot 
open up those ue arings again to see if the Tonopah Base could not be 
just as likely to their needs as the area they have taken out of the Black 
Rock area. 

The Cuamman. It is open now and the Navy is here—with all its 
euns loaded. ; , 

Colonel Brannock. So there is no misunderstanding, there is no 
airbase in this acreage, if you were talking about the Tonopah Base. 

Mr. Barrna. I'm speaking of the gunnery range, and that is 
available, 

Colonel Brannock. The old bombing range. 

The Cuarraan. The gentleman from California, Mr. Utt. Have 
you had a chance to ask questions? 

Mr. Urr. I have no questions. 

The Cuarman. Mr. Bartlett. 

Mr. Barr err. Mr. Robinson, you stated an Air Force acreage in 
Alaska of 1,385,700. Does that relate to total holdimmgs or only to 
bombing and gunnery ranges ¢ 
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Mr. Rosrnson. I believe that is bombing and gunnery ranges. 

Mr. Barrierr. On page 5, in reference to the intention to release 
563,000 acres at Fairbanks out of a total of 627,740, can you tell us if 
that is to be restored to the public domain or whether any other agency 
of Government has indicated use for that acreage? 

Mr. Rorrnson. I believe that is under study now as to whether that 
is needed for some other purpose other than bombing and gunnery 
range. 

Mr. Bartiert. Is an equivalent area to be taken elsewhere in the 
Fairbanks region, do you know ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. I do not think so. I am not aware that there is. 

Mr. Bartuert. In respect to the proposed Cook Inlet Range, some- 
thing over 2 million acres is desired to be set aside for the use of the 
Air Force. Do you know whether any civilian activity of any kind 
is to be permitted within that range, hunting or fishing or mining or 
timbering ? 

Mr. Cecont. Mining, I do not believe so. I think we would prohibit 
mining, but hunting and fishing and grazing and things of that nature 
would be worked out by the command. 

Mr. Bartierr. Fishing and hunting might be permitted with the 
permission of the local command? 

Mr. Crcont. That is right. 

Mr. Bartierr. It is said in your statement, Mr. Robinson, that the 
need for this larger range out of Anchorage is brought about by the 
fact that F-89 aircraft and, in addition, F-102A aircraft will operate 
with various missiles. May I ask if this type of testing with those 
types of aircraft will be unique within the Air Force in this range in 
Alaska? Is that type of activity being carried on elsewhere? 

Colonel Brannocx. Yes, sir; we will have the same type training 
elsewhere. However, there will be some unique tests in Alaska. 

Mr. Bartierr. My question goes to this: If tests are being carried 
on elsewhere, are the reservation areas as large as the one you propose 
out of Anchorage? 

Colonel Brannock. Yes, sir. I 

Mr. Bartuerr. There are established in the States now equivalent 
acreages ? 

Colonel Brannock. We have the Eglin Air Force Base, Fla., Range 
that would accept comparable test work. 

Mr. Barttertrt. Is that as large as this, namely, 93 by 53 miles? 

Colonel BranNnock. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barrietr. Are there any others that large? 

Colonel MacGuer. Mr. Bartlett, the primary use of this area is 
for training rather than testing. I would like to clarify that point. 

Secondly, practically the entire east and west coast of the United 
States are used for this type of activity. We are confronted in the 
immediate future with a requirement for larger areas here in the 
continental limits of the United States the same as we are in Alaska, 
but it is primarily for training of our Air Defense Command and 
ighter forces. 

Mr. Bartiertr. I have no further questions. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Burns. 

Mr. Burns. You have been talking particularly about land in gun- 
nery and bombing ranges. You have under your jurisdiction all 


installations; do you not? 
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Mr. Rosrnson. That is true. 

Mr. Burns. Do you have any policy on surveying usage of all 
installations just as a matter of information and as to disposal of such 
that is excess to requirements regardless of gunnery and bombing 
ranges ? 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes; that is a process that is going on. 

Mr. Burns. Continuously ? 

Mr. Roprnson. Continuously. 

Mr. Burns. Outside of this property that you referred to here as 
to release, I see two of them returned to private ownership. Have you 
released any others you know of in the comparatively recent past’ 

Mr. Crcont. You are speaking of public domain or acquired lands? 

Mr. Burns. Public domain: yes. 

Mr. Cecont. In the past year we have declared excess certain areas 
which we reported to the Office C hief of Engineers for disposal. In 
1956, there were four different areas in which we reported land excess. 

Mr. Burns. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cyaan. Mr. Robinson, I have here a summary of the 
unclassified portion of the report of the proceedings of the United 
States Air Force Weapons Range Board. 

I observe that the report shows additional range requirements 
today: One mentioned is the ballistic test range at Albuquerque; 
another is an adequate air-to-air range in Alaska, which has not 
been mentioned here. 

Mr. Roprnson. I believe that is the one we just referred to—Cook 
Inlet. 

The Cuatrman. The one you are talking about now? 

Mr. Rogsrnson. That is right. 

The CuarrMan (reading) : 

SAC will require ranges for long-range missile operational training and 
inventory control. One range should be provided for the eastern part of the 
United States and one provided for the western part. 

SAC will also require ranges for air-to-air and air-to-surface missiles. 

Two weapons centers for manned interceptors * * * located within the SAGE 
System. 

So I take it you are thinking about getting ahold of more property. 

Mr. Rosrnson. I think what is being done is to study whether any 
of this land that has been declared excess for bombing and gunnery 
purposes could be utilized for at least some of the purposes that you 
have just made reference to. 

The CHamrman. Why cannot SAC, for instance, on long-range 
missile operational training use Patrick Air Force Base? 

Colonel Brannock. They will to whatever extent range time is 
available. 

The CHatrrMan. Range time? 

Colonel Brannock. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. You have plenty of range time down there if they 
would get sufficient instrumentation on it. Do you have a report on 
just how many minutes each day or each week Patrick is used? 

I do not want you to state if you have it because it is probably 
classified. 

The fact is that the trouble with Patrick is nothing except the lack 


of instrumentation. The congestion that occurs at Patrick is in the 
st aging areas. 
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Mr. Roginson. I do not know whether they have any utilization 
figures on that or not, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Will you look at it, Mr. Robinson? When I was 
down there they did not have anything ‘tly ing up and down that range 
day in and day out. They are fussing around with those lay inching 
platforms. And the congestion on the launching platforms is lack 
of instrumentation. They have some technical problems with that 
too. 

But it seems to me that matter ought to be looked into pretty care 
fully before other overland areas are spoken of, because there just 
simply is not the area overland to do this. 

When the interceptors are getting up to Mach I] and you have a 
range like you have at Eglin, we figured out the rate of closure on 
two jet aircraft would probably be 10 or 15 minutes. 

So you are going to have to get out over the ocean. Otherwise they 
wiil chase everybody out of the skies in the Contimental United State 
and off the ground underneath. 

Here is SAC mentioned again—SAC ranges for air-to-air and air 
to-surface nussiles. I do not see why SAC is picked out to carry the 
brunt of this except SAC and the Aur Force is something hke the 


x : : a : : 
FBI hovpoay Is supposed: to kick them in the paulits, but they may 


get kicked in the pants if they do not operate with some reason on 
this stuff. 

Alr-to-ai at Nellis. L will admit that is getting uw fully short 
out there. That is why 1 think if you are gomg to do anything vou 


yey 2 reer 
hed better start iooking at overseas areas. 


here live separate items in addition. 
I had it called to my attention there ts an item here in Mr. Rooney's 


report. that just kind of makes your hair stand on end. This is what 
it says on page 3 of Mr, Rooney’s statement which was made part 
of the Pre 

“The reports W hich have been submitted to date by the three military 


de ‘partments parsuxnt to the above directive show that 1,056,083 acres 


. 
of Jand 


together with improvements, costing $345,201,036, are ex 

cess to the requirements of the military department having custody 
and control.’ 

A lot of taxpayers will say, “Who was responsible for that mess /” 


when $345 million of improvements are excess to the requirements of 
the military cle partment his wing cus ody and eontrol. 

If we build a dam out there in the West that costs us a quarter of 
a billion dollars, it takes us 10 years and 17 legislative fights to get it 
through. Fave we have a situation in which it is admitted in an 
ofiicial statement that some $345 million-plus of the taxpayers’ money 
has gone down the drain because somebody did some lousy planning. 

I note here the memorandum to the effect that only 22 percent of 
the reports are in, which are less than a quarter. So if vou go along 
at the same rate it will be crowding $1.3 billion or more. 

Mr. Assorr. The Air Force, I believe, is all in, Mr. Chairman, on 
substantially so. 

Mr. Cecont. Except the ranges. 

The CHatrman. That is a shocking figure. To sit down on these 
ranges and put in this expensive instrumentation and then have to 
pull up stakes and move out a boondoggle approaching a half a billion 
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dollars of improvements bought with the hard-earned taxpayers’ 
sweated dollars, makes us wonder if there is any sense of responsibility 
over there in the Department. 

I read that in conjunction with the statement that I have just re- 
ferred to here, from which it appears that, although the Air Force 
has given up areas, it has very large plans with reference to the 
acquisition of other areas, presumably contemplating the expenditure 
of these large sums of money. 

I realize the technology moves fast in the Air Force and in the 
other defense agencies as far as their air arm is concerned, the Navy 
included—that you hardly get one airplane operational until it is 
outmoded. You have the F—100’s now, and it will not be long before 
they are out. Along comes the F-104. And some people think men 
will not be flying these airplanes much longer except the taxicab 
drivers and truckdrivers airwise. 

But IT hope somebody will look in the crystal ball and try to save 
the taxpayers some money. 

We are out of time. The remaining witnesses are the Navy and 
Army witnesses. Mr. Robinson, unless you desire to return, it will 
not be necessary, Tassume. We appreciate your testimony and that 
of your associates. It has been helpful. 

[ say again we appreciate the efforts and the attention the Air 
Force has given this matter 

Mr. Ansorr. Mr. Robinson, there are 3,732,425 acres within the 
exterior boundaries of what we describe as the Nellis-Tonapah range. 
Of that total 3.261.045 acres are Air Force lands, the balance AEC. 

Mr. Crcont. Yes. 

Mr. Assorr. We now agree with the real property people? 

Mr. Creconr. Yes. 

Mr. Anporr. Does the committee collectively understand that if the 
Winslow acquisition does go through the bombing range apart from 
the base will be excess to current Air Force needs? 

Mr. Roprnson. You are speaking about this area now jointly used 
ov tn Air Force and the AEC 

Mr. Arporr. Yes, 

Mr. Ropinson. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Arnporr. Can you speak for the AEC as to whether their testing 
site would then be excess if Winslow is acquired ? Is that your 
understanding. Mr. Ceconi? You are nodding vour head in the 

firmative. 

Mir. Cecont. That is right. 

Colonel Powers. The interim range. 

Mr. Anrorr. The interim range? 
Colonel Powers. That is right. 
Mr. Arrorr. But the basic atomic testing site which has existed for 


i 


Loto 12 vears would te) he ¢ 
( olonel POWERS. NO. 
} - . e 
Mir. Apporr. Somew ere in the 2.300.000 acres hat portion of 


those are contaminated / 

Mr. Crcont. That would 1 require study. There are certain areas in 
which we had bombing during World War IT and afterward which 
have been contaminated and certain other areas, for example, square 
mile target areas. How much I do not know. 
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Mr. Assorr. But this is the area a year and 22 days ago that the 
Air Force testified was being used to saturation. Is that correct? 

Mr. Rogrnson. No; I donot 

Mr. Asgorr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. I think that was a rhe- 
torical question which can be stricken. 

Mr. Rostnson. It is not my recollection that itis. I would have to 
check the records on that. 

The CuatrmMan. The gentlewoman from Idaho has introduced a bill 
identical with the bills previously mentioned. Without objection, the 
record will be corrected to include the name and number of the bill 
added to the list already put in the record by the chairman at the com- 
mencement of the hearings. 

Mr. Baring. Mr. Chairman, I introduced the same bill myself. 

The CHatmrmMan. Without objection, a similar order will apply to 
Mr. Baring’s bill. 

Mrs. Arnold. And Mr. Udall’s bill. 

The CHatrman. And Mr. Udall’s bill. 

The committee’s regularly scheduled weekly session occurs tomor- 
row. We have one bill, which the Chair believes will not take a great 
deal of time because it is just a question of language. 

So the committee will stand in adjournment until tomorrow, and the 
Army and Navy witnesses will be heard immediately after we take care 
of the small item of legislative business before the committee. 

The committee is adjourned. 





(Whereupon, at 12: 05 p. m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 


at 10a. m., Wednesday, January 30, 1957.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 30, 1957 


Houser oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERTOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:10 a. m., in the com- 
mittee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Clair Engle, chairman 
of the committee, presiding. 

The CHarmman. The House Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs will be in order for the purpose of hearing further testimony 
with reference to military reservations on the public land areas to the 
United States. 

Until such time as we get a quorum, we will proceed with the testi- 
mony and then suspend, if and when a quorum arrives, to take care of 
the pending legislation. 

The next order of witnesses is the Department of the Navy, the prin- 
cipal witness being Vice Adm. Herbert Hopwood, Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Naval Operations for Logistics, and his associates previously 
mentioned in the record. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The CHarrmMan. Admiral Hopwood, we are very glad to have you 
here today, and you may have your associates with you. Please 
identify them for the record in such manner that the court reporter 
can determine who they are. 


STATEMENT OF VICE ADM. HERBERT G. HOPWOOD, DEPUTY CHIEF 
OF STAFF FOR NAVAL OPERATIONS FOR LOGISTICS; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY VICE ADM. W. V. DAVIS, DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL 
OPERATIONS (AIR); MILES WEDEMAN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF 
FACILITIES DIVISION, OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
THE NAVY FOR MATERIEL; F. TROWBRIDGE VOM BAUR, OFFICE 
OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL; WILFORD P. TIENCKEN, BUREAU 
OF YARDS AND DOCKS; CAPT. A. S. MILLER, NAVAL PETROLEUM 
RESERVES; CAPT. L. S. PRICE, OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF 
OF NAVAL OPERATIONS FOR AIR; CAPT. JOHN P. REMBERT, 
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS FOR AIR; 
COMDR. EMORY C. SMITH, NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES; 
COMDR. GEORGE W. SMITH, OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF 
NAVAL OPERATIONS FOR AIR; AND COMDR. R. E. PINE, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 


Admiral Horwoop. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

To my right is Vice Admiral Davis, Deputy Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions for Air. To my left is Mr. Wilford P. Tiencken from the Bu- 
reau of Yards and Docks. Back of Mr. Tiencken is Captain Miller 
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from Naval Petroleum Reserves. Back of myself is Mr. Wedeman, 
Deputy Director of the Facilities Division, Office of Assistant Secre- 
tary of the Navy for Materiel. I might indicate right here that office 
at the moment is vacant, Mr. Fegler having resigned as of the 15th of 
January. 

Back of Admiral Davis is Captain Rembert of the Office of the 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Air. 

The CHarrmMan. Thank you very much, Admiral. I understand 
you have a short, prepared statement. 

Admiral Hopwoop. Yes; I have, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarMaN. Without objection, you may read the statement 
without interruption. 

Admiral Hopwoop. Thank you, sir. 

Preceding my statement, I would like to identify myself. 

fam Vice Adm. Herbert G. Hopwood, Deputy Chief of Naval 
Operations for Logistics. Included in my responsibilities is super- 
vision of the Chief of Naval Operations Shore Station Development 
Board and the preparation, from its recommendations, of the annual 
Department of the N: avy military-construction program, which, of 
course, Includes all land requirements. Iam primarily concerned with 
the military aspects of the program and their relationship to the 
aan Navy program objectives. 

The Navy supports om position of the Department of the Air Force 
on behalf of the Department of Defense on H. R. 627. 

[ know you gentlemen are cognizant of the technological advances 
in aireraft and weapons—bigger, heavier, and faster air Taft, ee, 
ing jets: guided missiles taking the place of conv bey A apons. 
We, gentlemen, must and are taking advantage of 


ae il S | l 
our national defense. 


The Navy is deeply concerned about the retention of existing warn 
ing areas for defense purposes. These are vitally essential for the 


operations and trainit g reeded to keep the oper: ati ig forces of the 
Navy ina proper condi hon of readiness. W e stron ely Suppo! Ta posl- 
tion that such existing areas of the military departments, in whole or 
in part ever the outer Continental Shelf, should not come within the 
pul view of this legisla ion. 

With regard to section ¢ » Navy finds itself | somewhat of a 
dilemma. As you know, bet SGhatrnakh! the Naty has. for many 
years, acted as the trustee of the naval pet troleum reserves on be half 
of the Congress. We have interpreted our respons ibility to the Con- 
gress not only to administer the present fuel reserves, but to likewis 
administer any future naval fuel reserves which may be established by 
the President in accordance with existing law. 

The bill recognizes that the naval petroleum reserves present a 
Hievedt problem. However, the bill night be construed as heinge at 
variance with the proper execution of these responsibilities as we 
understand them. 

Rest assured, Mr. irman, that the Navy stands ready to admin- 
“a our responsibi re ‘Sas may be de termined by the Cr OngTess. 

addition, I would like te say, sir, that several days ago at the 
request of the committee cert: un ch: arts were prepared with overlays 
including those areas on the Continental paet which had been desig- 
nated prior to 1953 and those subsequent to 1953. 
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Also, on Monday, I believe it was, sir, the question of water rights 
arose. We have with us this morning Mr. vom Baur, the General 
Counsel of the Department of the Navy, who is prepared to speak on 
that subject at the appropriate time. 

Thank you, sir. 

The CHairman. Do you have the charts, Admiral ? 

Admiral Horwoop. Yes, sir; they are available right here, 

The Cirateman. Do you intend to present them ? 

Admiral Horwoop. Only on questions of the committee. We were 
asked to have them pre pared and brought to the hearings, which we 
ve done, and we are prepared to e xplain them. 

‘I he Cuairmanx. We would be glad to have them presented. 

Mr. Asporr. If I may, Mr. Chairman. The interest, of course, in 

the charts which the Navy is bringing forward at this time springs 
t 


from the De part ment of Defense pos! ition and that of the Air Force. 
now reaflirme L by the Navy. that. the Department and the milits ry 
departn 1eLLES would he very col werned about any ope ration ot this | D ill 
whic h would, first. affect existing warning areas; that is, those areas 
set aside or designated prior to enactment of the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act; and, secondly, they would want the act to not affect 
or to leave unatleected “areas that have been designated as restricted 
are by the Secretary of Defense under the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act but which have not as yet been approved by the President. 


T 1 4 a. ° 1 
Is that correct, Admiral lo pwood ? 
: 4 aw _ 
Adm rial Ho VooD., fat is ee rrect,. Mr. \ bbott. 


Mr. Anpsorr. With that background, if the Navy witness could point 


t ‘ * 41 ¢ } 
out to the committee existing warthing areas and the etfect of thos: 
Warning areas, and the requestea areas, in other words, those which 


1 - ] i 7 1 
nave eeh designated. 


Captain Price. With your permission, this chart is rather small 
and I would like to step up here where I can hold it directly in fron 
of you, if Im Ly, sir. 

On this chart, sir, we have depic ed in black ee the areas whic! 
were designated prior to 1953. Also on th - chart we have outline 
in blue pencil here {indicating | the 100-fathom. curve, which is, of 


course, the outer limit of the Continental Shelf. I might add that 


these are Navy warning areas only, sir. 

On the overlay, we have on the red here | indicating | our areas as 
they exist at the present time. You will notice that, with the excep 
tion of enlargement of a small area near Key West, another one down 
at Pensacola, and another one over near Corpus Christi, Tex., that 
there has been no increase in the amount of warning areas over th« 
Continental Shelf since 1953. 

Mr. Asporr. May I ask a question at that point? Captain, those 
areas were in existence as of the date of enactment of the Outer Con 
tinental Shelf Lands Act? 

Captain Price. The ones in black color; yes, sir. 

Mr. Arnorr. With respect to the ones in existence prior to the ap- 
proval of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, were those areas 
thereafter opened to exploration and development for oil and 
under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act ? 

Captain Price. That I am not prepared to answer, sil 

Mr. Arrorr. Is there an individual here from the Department of 
the Interior, Mr. Junge or Mr. Hochmuth, who could comment on 


fas 
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that? Are the warning areas in existence today but established prior 
to enactment of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act open to oil 
and gas development under the act # 

Mr. Cart L. Junce (Department of the Interior). I believe not, 
Mr. Abbott. 

Mr. Asgorr. Thank you. 

Mr. Junce. But I do know in one case the warning area northern 
boundary was moved toward the south at the request of Interior at 
the time that certain leases were offered. I believe that was approxi- 
mately a year ago. 

Mr. Assorr. Thank you. 

Captain, can you indicate or do you have available an additional 
template or something to indicate what areas, if any, the Navy has 

requested the Secretary of Defense to designate as restricted from 
operation of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act? 

Commander Prive. I am sorry, we do not have an overlay to depict 
that. However, I could in a few minutes rough it in, and I could 
show you right now there are two proposed areas south of New 
Orleans. One is immedi: itely south of this area [indicating], which 
encompasses part of this area you see here [indicating |. 

There is another area to the east of that. These are proposed areas. 

Mr. Asporr. Has the Secretary of Defense designated those area 
for restriction subject to Presidential approval ? 

Commander Prive. I believe not. I could not say absolutely for 
sure on that. 

Mr. Assorr. Do you have a figure indicating how many square 
miles of land are involved, or acres? 

Commander Pine. In the pen tei areas ? 

Mr. Ansorr. That is water, carrying with it soil and sea bed. 

age rn Pine. No, sir bat T could get you an estimate. 

Apsorr. That you can supply to us after the hearing today ? 

C ommander Prvr. Y es, sir. 

Mr. Axszorr. One final question on that point. Are a part of the 
areas requested within the 100-fathom line, that is, the area over which 
the United States asserts sovereignty under the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act? 

Commander Pine. The answer to that is “Yes” on the one area. 
There are two proposed areas south of New Orleans. The western 
area does encompass part of the Continental Shelf. 

Mr. Axspor. And in all of your —— and yours, Captain, you 
ms speaking, of course, only for the Navy ? 

Captain Price. Yes, sir. 

Commander Pine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Apsporr. Are any of these warning areas designated on the 
overlay you have shown used jointly by the Navy and other defense 
agencies ¢ 

Commander Prnr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ansorr. Are the proposed areas to be used jointly by someone 
else with the Navy! 

Commander Pine. That has not been determined as yet, as these 
areas have not been completely processed through the Air Coordinat- 
ing Committee. It is my understanding that the Air Force has a 
very definite interests in the easternmost of these two proposed areas. 
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As far as I know, they have no direct interest in joint utilization at 
least of the westernmost area. 

Mr. Assorr. Then, to recapitulate, if we correctly understand that 
the warning areas designated or established prior to enactment of the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act are open—so long as they are 
within the 100-fathom line—to exploration and dev elopment under the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, what the Navy 1s asking is that 
this act. leave undisturbed those existing warning areas. Is that cor- 

rect, Admiral ¢ 

Admiral Horwoop. That is correct. 

Mr. Aseort. I believe that is all I have. 

The Cuatrman. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Sartor. Following that up, Admiral, what about the extensions 
which have already taken place since the passage of the Outer Conti- 
nental Shelf Lands Act, which are indicated by the overlay in red? 
Do you wish to have exclusive jurisdiction over those also ? 

Admiral Horwoop. Yes, sir, that is included, as indicated by the 
counsel, Mr. Abbott. 

Mr. Sayvor. And the areas which the commander has indicated are 
south of New Orleans? 

Admiral Horwoop. Yes, sir, and to the east of New Orleans in that 
general complex 

Mr. Saytor. Those are the two which have not been indicated on the 
overlay but which you also intend to ask exclusive jurisdiction over? 

Admiral Horwoop. They are in the process of being designated; 
ves, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. In that area they would be withdrawn from explora- 
tion for any purpose whatsoever ? 

Admiral Horwoop. If the recommendation of the Department of 
Defense were accepted by the committee and Congress. 

The Cuarrman. Without objection, the committee will suspend the 
testimony to proceed to the regular legislative business while we have 
a quorum here. 

(Whereupon, the committee moved to consideration of H. R. 2146, 
following which this hearing was resumed as follows:) 

The Cuarran. Admiral, your testimony is finished, I assume, with 
reference to the charts. 

Is Mr. Gale here? 

Mr. Stempter. No. 

The Cratrman. The Chair would like to suggest it would be very 
informative to the committee if we had a map such as was presented 
here by the Navy, which depicted all the areas now held by the military 
on the coastal areas of the United States and, in turn, to the North 
American Continent, including Alaska. The Chair would like to 
suggest that such a map be proc ured, with 3 overlays, 1 Army, 1 Navy, 
and 1 Air Force, so that when they were all put together we could see 
very clearly just what lands and what areas are encompassed in these 
military withdrawals and warning areas. Can that be done? 

Mr. Srempter. I will carry that back, and I am quite certain it can. 

The Crareman. It would be very helpful to us if we had a map of 
the same type, with 3 overlays, 1 for the Navy, 1 for the Air Force, and 
1 for the Army, and when the whole thing was put together we could 
most certainly—does the Navy have anything in Alaska, Admiral? 
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Admiral Horwoop. We have very, very small areas in Alaska. 
With reference to your last statement, Mr. Chairman, I believe the 
Air Force has a chart similar to the one that was presented this morn- 
ing. I know they had it available yesterday. But I do not know if ar 
they are here this morning. 
The CxHarrmMan. Let’s not go back to that, but if we could get one | 
for the Army, the Navy, and Air Force, to hang up and show the | 
overlay, this committee could very easily discern what has been sa 
taken over for these military installations. th 
We are at the question period, and the Chair recognizes the gentle- 
man from Colorado 
Mr ASP INALL. Admiral, you said that you have very small areas ul 
Alaska 
Admiral Hlorwoop. Except for the petroleum reserves, Mr. Aspin 
all. 
Mr. Asprnauu. And that is rather an extensive area / 
Admiral Horwoop. That is extensive. 
Mr. ASPINALL. Do you have any paeecee intention of asking for 
withdrawals of other areas than those which you have at the present 
time ¢ 
Admiral Hopwoop. I am prepared to speak to that subject, Mr. 


Aspinall. | t} 
Mr. Aspinaui. Let mé ask ae que stion before you give your state 
ment: Do you have a map for the Alaskan area similar to the one ( 


you had prepared for the comlaauad aren of the United States 
generally ¢ 

Admiral Horwoop, Alaska was included on the chart which was 
previou sly presented, sir. I am sorry. We have no warning areas 
in Alaska. We have none. 

Mr. Asprnaty. All right, sir. 

Mr. TrenckeN. Your question, Mr. Aspinall, 1 believe, was directe: 
to our holdings and mtentions in Alaska. The holdings in Alaska 
have been carried at 33.948 acres in Alaska proper and 2,515 acres in 
the Aleutian chain of public-domain holdings. 

In 1951, requests were filed for withdrawals along the Aleutian 
chain, primarily, totaling 534,242 acres of land and 1,737,098 acres 


of water. } 
Mr. Asprnauy. Give me that figure again. That was in 1951? : 
Mr. Trencxen. In 1951. In 1956 action had not been taken on that t 
request, and the Navy revised its re quest, reducing the request to a | 
total of 82.718.61 acres of land and 0.58 acre of water. That meant | ‘ 


that we reduced our request by 451.524 acres for land and 1,737,037 
acres oF water. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. At the present time you have no intention of apply 
ing for additional areas? 

Mr. Trencken. No, sir. 

Mr. Asprnaty. One other question relative to this. Do you have 
any intention at the present time of applying for increased holdings 
in the oi] shale reserve areas / 

Captain Mitier. Will you repeat the queiion sir? 

Mr. Asprnavy. Captain Miller, does the Navy have any intention 
at the present time of applying for increased acreage withdrawals 
in the o1l shale area / 
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Captain Mitier. The oil shale area in Colorado ? 
Mr. Aspinauu. This is the Green Mountain shale area; yes. 
Captain Miizer. No, sir; we have no intention of increasing our 


area. 
: Mr. Asporr. May I ask a question there? 
Mr. Asprnatu. Yes. 


Mr. Assorr. In response to Mr. Aspinall’s question, you were not 
saying that the Navy has no applications pending within the 48 con- 
tinental United States for land withdrawals? 

Mr. 'Trencken. No, sir. The question was directed to Alaska only. 

Mr. Ansorr. And you excluded, of course, 1 believe you said, the 

wreage within petroleum reserve No. 4 in Alaska? 

Mr. Trencken. That is right. 

Mr. Asport. ‘Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnaui. That is all. 

‘The CuatrmMan. Dr. Miller. 

Dr. Minurr. I have no questions. 1 will pass at this time. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Haley / 

Mr. Hatrey. No questions. 

The Cruatrman. Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sayrnor. Mr. Tiencken, did I not understand the captain and 
the commander, when they had that overlay up here, to say they had 
ulready made some claims, the Navy had made some claims in the outer 
(Continental Shelf? 

Mr. Tienckxen. The answer that was given to Mr. Aspinall’s ques- 
tion referred to Alaska only. 

Mr. Sartor. Thank you. 

Admiral TLopwood, in your statement, you state that the bill might 
8 construed at variance with the proper execution of the Navy’s re- 
~ponsibilities with regard to the petroleum reserves. 

\dmiral Hopwoop. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Could you tell us just in what way you feel this bill, 
as it is presently drafted, might interfere with your proper administra- 

ion of the naval petroleum reserves ¢ 

\dmiral Hopwoop. Yes, s 

(s you know, sir, the Navy has been the so-called watchdog of the 
petroleum reserves over many, many years for the Congress. Cur- 
rent legislation provides, among other things, for exploration and 


. everything connected therewith, and also provides that the President 
iereafter could increase the. Navy petroleum reserve by Executive 
. order. All of which is taken away under the terms of this bill. To 
vhich the Navy simply says, ‘Congress, tell us what to do, and we will 
' do it.” 


Mr. Sayrior. Speaking only for myself, as author of one of these 
our intention to try to take away from the Navy its 
present petroleum reserves or any petroleum reserves found in the fu- 
ure which the President should deem advisable to turn over, because, 
i matter of a fense, I think everybody on this comunit tee reali ZeS 
that we must look to the armed services for the defense of this com try, 
id, under our moder rh methods of defense, petroleum is actu lly the 


ifeblood that makes it possible. 
Wonld your staff be ina posit tion, Admiral, to furnish us with sug 


cested amendments Vou OF Captain Mille to pror de that the 
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Navy’s responsibility with regard to the naval petroleum reserves 
should be maintained ¢ 

Admiral Horwoop. We would be pleased to do that, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, Admiral, I would like to ask you whether or not 
there is any Navy policy with’ regard to hunting and fishing on Navy 
bases in the States? 

Admiral Horwoop. There is, Mr. Saylor. The most recent directive 
is as of November 30, 1956, which definitely establishes our continuing 
policy, which has gone forward over many years, to the local com- 
manders and desires them to deal thr ough the State and other officials 
in connection with fish and wildlife and other areas. 

I — say here, sir, that as of last fall our Under Secretary 
of the Navy, Mr. Gates, “started a study which is continuing and is 
about to be implemented, in which he desires a civilian advisory 
group to work with the Navy in this entire area. Not only in the 
area of fish and wildlife, but Audubon societies and ever y other group 
which has an interest in the outdoor life. I think this advisory com- 
mittee is to be composed of prominent sportsmen and editors of out- 
door magazines and the like for advice in these matters. 

Mr. Sartor. Has the Navy in its latest directive requested the com- 
manders of each Navy base to comply with the State law with regard 
to season and limit ? 

Admiral Hopwoop. In all respects, sir. 

If you would like to hear more on that subject, sir, the Marine 
Corps, under the Department of the Navy, has more holdings that 
lend themselves to fish and wildlife. Our Navy, purely Navy, ex- 
tends in large measure to industrial areas. We have a Brigadier 
General Allen from the Marine Corps who, I might say, is not di- 
rectly concerned with fish and wildlife matters in the Marine Corps, 
but who, as an avocation and as director of the National Rifle Asso- 
ciation, has taken a tremendous interest. He is prepared to make 
a few remarks to the committee on this area as to what the Marine 
Corps does in this regard, which is also applicable to the Navy. 

Mr. Saywor. I would like at this time to have the general come 
forward and make his statement. 

The CHarrmMan. We will be glad to hear him. 

State your full name for the record. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. CHESTER R. ALLEN, EXECUTIVE 
OFFICER, SUPPLY DEPARTMENT, HEADQUARTERS, MARINE 
CORPS 


General AtteNn. Brig. Gen. Chester R. Allen, executive officer, Sup- 
ply Department, Headquarters, Marine Corps. 

The CuHarrMan. You may proceed. 

General Atten. Probably the best way to state this would be to 
pick out a particular station and indicate the cooperative efforts that 
the Marine Corps has entered into at that particular station. Taking 
one which is most active at the present time, I could pick Camp 
Pendleton in southern California. 

The CuHarrman. We have heard of Camp Pendleton, General. 

General ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

At Camp Pendleton we have been working with the State, con- 
trolling and experimenting with game control in the deer areas, par- 
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ticularly the last 3 years. The Fish and Wildlife Service have, be- 
cause our area is so controlled, conducted an off-season shoot for 
which the State set up a limit which was to be killed, and they pro- 
vided specialists to examine all of the animals that were brought in 
for purposes of determining—this was conducted after the rutting 
season—to determine the health of the animals, whether there was 
ample food, and other scientific studies that they were conducting 
in relation to the various herds of southern California. 

One of the tests was conducted at the direction of the State in 
fishing. One of the lakes there was heavily populated with carp 
which they wanted to dispose of. This water was so controlled that 
we could drain or conduct chemical tests in the water, removing the 
valuable fish, and then determining what was necessary to kill off the 
undesirable fish. There have been three particular tests conducted 
in those areas. 

One of the other tests that was conducted in cooperation with the 
State was in connection with the number of fish taken by fishermen on 
a time-study basis, which was participated in by our troops that are 
stationed up at Cold Weather Battalion. This is in connection with 
the Camp Pendleton Command. We tabulated the number of fish 
that were caught, the species, and also the time that each fisherman 
was occupied in that sport. 

All of these, of course, have contributed considerably to our sport. 
We have enjoyed it, and I think that we both have benefited, both the 
State and the Marine Corps. The relationships I feel, have been 
greatly enhanced. 

Mr. Sayvor. General, let me ask you this question. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Saywor. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I wonder if there have been any experiments in 
which the State and the Service have cooperated relative to determin- 
ing infringement of the State game laws. Not experiments, but have 
you made any studies of the fact? Have you cooperated in that 
respect also ? 

General ALLEN. Off the reservations, no, sir. 

Mr. AspINALL. I mean on the reservations. 

General ALLEN. On the reservations, to participate a military man 
must have a State license or Federal license, if applicable. Also he 
must have a station permit, which limits him to certain areas in rela- 
tion to hunting so that he does not interfere, nor is his safety jeopard- 
ized by being in areas of artillery or other military practice areas. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Have you had any instances of where there were 
violations by the service which you represent of your military men off 
the reservation areas ¢ 

General ALLEN. I cannot point to any that I know of directly, but I 
am sure our military people are no different from any others and there 
are errors of omission and commission. But I am sure they would be 
taken care of when found out, because the Marine Corps does not con- 
done the violation of game laws any more than others. 

Mr. OETA ALL. Thank you. 

Mr. Sartor. General Alien, are fish and game wardens of the respec- 
tive States permitted to go on to the designated areas in any Marine 
base? 

General ALLEN. Game wardens? 
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ir. Sartor. Or fish wardens of the State. 

General Arren. We work in cooperation with them. As a matter 
of fact, we have at Camp Pendleton and, I know, at Camp Lejeune, a 
deputized State official employed by the service. Part of his business 
is controlling this. Several of the military police were deputized as 
oame wardens. 

Mr. Saynor. What is done with somebody that you find violating 
the lav ? 

General ALLEN. How is that, sir? 

Mr. Sartor. What is done with a serviceman who is found violating 
the law. either hunting or fishing without a license, or hunting or fish- 
ing out cf season, or who has exceeded the limit? What is done by 
the Marine Corps in those cases ? 

General Atten. The first thing, of course, is that his permit is taken 
away from him, and he is subject to military discipline because the 
rules for the conduct of taking of fish and game are exactly the same 
as the State in which the station is located. He is punished under 
the Code of Military Justice for the violation of this law, or reeula 
tion. 

Mr. Sarzor. Is there any State proseeution ? 

General Arren. Not to my knowledge, sir. If the act were on 
tne b ise, 

Mr. Savior. Now with regard to activities of members of cae Navy 
and Marine ¢ ‘orps off of the base in a State, you expect them to com 


} 


ply with the laws of the State in which they are hunting or fishing. 
[s tl it correct / 

General ALLEN. | would certainly say that is correct. 

Mr. Sayvor. That ts all. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHatrmMan. Mr. Mete: if 

Mr. Mereatr. Mr. Chairman. Yesterday, I suggested there was 
an instance of naval ee who had come into Montana and had 
been arrested for using resident hunting and fishing and big game 
licenses. These oflicers had represented themselves to be salesmen, 
mec} anics, a farmer, and had given local addresses. 

When Senator Mansfield, Senator Murray, and I asked the Navy 
fora re port and explanation we received a letter in reply which seemed 
to justify the action of the officers and, in our opinion, did not carr 
out these claims of continued cooperation that Admiral Flopwood 
has suger sted. 

This morning representatives of the Navy called upon me. T am 
Col vil ced they were not fully infor med of the matter. 

[ do not wish to make an individual instance carry into a general 
category. 1 only want to say that | again plead for the assurances 
of contimued cooperation on the part of the Navy in carrying out 
and entoreing State fish and game laws and enforcing the laws on 
the military reservations. 

I do want to — What would happen on a military reservation 
if a naval officer or a Marine officer made a false certification? What 
would his daaluanall be ? 

Admiral Horwoop. Naturally, he would be court-m: artialed. With 
ont question, sir. And the eourt would prescribe 1 he sentence de 


pending upon the gravity of the situation, sir. 
\I 


lr. Mercaur. L just want to state that the action of high-ranking 
ofcers coming into an area and making false and perjured statements 
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brings very little credit on the Navy and brings a good deal of mail 
highly critical of the services. 

As I say, I do not want to pillory any single individual, and with 
these assurances of cooperation, as far as I am concerned the case is 
closed. I hope we continue to have cooperation in responding to these 
inquiries. 

Admiral Horwoop. You can rest assured, Mr. Congressman, that 
cooperation will continue, and such action is certainly not condoned 
by, Lam sure, any of the armed services. 

Mr. Mercatr. Thank you very much, 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Dawson? 

Mr. Dawson. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Utt? 

Mr. Urr. No questions. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Weaver? 

Mr. Weaver. I have no questions. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Rutherford. 

Mr. Rutruerrorp. Mr. Chairman, we are quite active sometimes in 
criticizing some of the services when they are not cooperative with 
the States, and I would like to take this occasion to commend General 
Allen and the Marine Corps on the activity they have shown in 
observing and respecting the State game laws. 

We quite frequently have that difficulty on various bases and with 
various individuals. I think every question was pretty well answered 
this morning, and with the policy you stated carried out, I think that 
at the same time we condemn, we should also commend. I respect- 
fully submit that to you. 

General Auten. Thank you very much, sir. I assure you the 
Marine Corps will continue its efforts in perpetuating this sport that 
we enjoy. 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. That is all. 

The Cuarrman, Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Collier? 

Mr. Cottier. No questions. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Baring? 

Mr. Barrina. I have a few questions, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to ask the admiral if it is the opinion of the Navy that 
there are petroleum reserves in the Sahwave-Black Rock areas in 
Nevada that the Navy acquired last year. 

Captain Mriuer. I do not know of any, sir. Your question was 
that we were thinking of acquiring that as a reservation ? 

Mr. Barine. You already have acquired that. I was just wondering 
if it is the opinion of the Navy that there are petroleum reserves in that 
area. 

Captain Mixer. I have no opinion on that, sir. 

Mr. Baring. Do you know whether or not, Captain, the Secretary 
of Defense has resurveyed the requirements of the Navy since the 
Air Force has made available the Tonopah area ? 

Captain Mituer. No, sir. 

Admiral Hopwoop. That is underway at the moment. 

88986—57——9 
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Mr. Barrne. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Ullman? 

Mr. Utiman. No questions. 

The Cuatrrman. Mr. Burns? 

Mr. Burns. No questions. 

Mr. Aspinauu. Mr. Chairman, I have one more question of General 
Allen. 

General Allen, do your regulations provide for civilians to hunt 
upon military reservations ? 

General Aten. Not as a general practice, sir, because our hunting 
and fishing also has to correspond to the training requirements that 
are being conducted; so that the hunting and fishing can only be 
permitted in limited times when firing practices are not being 
conducted. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Do you make certain exceptions to that general 
practice 4 

General ALLEN. No, sir. 

Mr. Asprnati. You would say you have never had any civilians 
hunting? 

General AtteN. I would not say there has never been one. I do 
not know of any. 

The CHarrMan. One question, Admiral, or two. 

Has the Navy given up on Saline Valley or are they still after it? 

Admiral Horwoop. I will ask Admiral Davis to speak to that, 
That is his department. 

Admiral Davis. May I ask Captain Rembert, who has that under 
his cognizance, to answer the question ? 

Captain Remperr. Mr. Chairman, it will be recalled that Admiral 
Combs last year testified to the effect that our training requirements 
as regards air-to-air firing and bombing were only being carried 
out to a percentage of about 34 in the western part of the United 
States. He further stated that efforts were being made to acquire 
additional gunnery ranges. 

As of recent date—officially during this month—the Navy has been 
advised that certain areas are available from the Air Force, and the 
Navy would like to make a statement in regard to that area, which 
also includes the one that you referred to, sir, if I may read it at this 
time. 

Mr. Dawson. Will the chairman yield? 

The CratrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Dawson. While the Captain is on that subject. will he ; - 
tell us are they still after the piece of ground west of the lake i 
U : ah north of the Wendover bombing range? 

Captain Rempert. This statement “has a bearing on that also, sir. 
It is quite short, sir. 

The Navy on or about January 15, 1957, received a memorandum 
from the Department of pe: dated January 11, 1957, which made 
the northern portion of Las Vegas bombing range available for Navy 
use. As you will recall, that was formerly an Air Force area 

In order to develop finalized plans for the economical and feasible 
use of Tonopah and Saline ranges, the Chief of Naval Operations sent 
a group from Washington to meet with west coast fleet representatives. 

The result of this group’s study will be available on February 6. 
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The Navy requested that further discussion on this subject be de- 
layed until the phere e study has been reviewed. 

“Mr. Asporr. Mr. Chairman ? 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Abbott. 

Mr. Apnsorr. While the gentleman is on his feet, Mr. Chairman. 
Did the information supplied to the Department of the Navy in 
mid-January reflect the written statements submitted by the Depart- 
ment of Defense, more particularly that prepared for delivery by Mr. 
Rooney, and, in turn, the Air Force statement of yesterday which 
indicated that, if the Winslow, Ariz., proposed joint ballistics range 
area is acquired, not just the north portion of the Las Vegas-Tonopah 
Range, as we have identified it here, but substantially the entire Air 
Force range area would be excess to Air Force needs ? 

Comdr. Grorcr Smiru. It did not indicate that. There were only 
approximately 2 million acres involved, which is the northern portion 
of that range. 

Mr. Assorr. Partly outside of and partly flanking the atomic testing 
site; is that correct ? 

Comdr. Grorcr Smrru. Yes, sir; which is included in the northern 
area, 

Mr. Asporr. Has the Navy been directed by the Secretary of De- 
aa to resurvey their applic ation for Black Rock-Sahwave ¢ 

Captain Remperr. No, sir. This survey is being made internally, 
by direction of the Chief of Naval Operations Office. 

Mr. Anporr. I believe your response to the questions of Mr. Dawson 
and Mr. Engle, one of them relating to the area north of Great Salt 
Lake in Utah, the rt to what we have identified as the Saline- 
Panamint Valleys in California, would be included in the considera- 
aneeiven in this study. 

Captain Remeerr. That is correct. 

The CHarmman. Dr. Miller. 

Dr. Minter. I had one question I wanted to follow up relative to 
hunting on these military reservations. 

As I understand it, there is no hunting either by military per- 
sonnel or civilian personnel on these reservations. Is that a correct 
statement ? 

General Atien. No, sir; that is not correct, sir. The military per- 
sonnel are permitted te hunt on milit: ary reservations, but civilians 
have not been per mitted. 

Dr. Mintirr. In that case, do you have a report from the fish and 
game commissioners of the States as to the number 
that might be on the military reservation 7 

General ArteN. That is correct. 

Dr. Minier. You do have that statement ? 

General ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Dr. Miter. Otherwise, if there is no hunting at all, it would impose 


quite a problem on how to take care of and feed game animals on many 
of these reservations. 


of game animals 


General Auien. If hunting were not permitted, that would be true. 
Dr. Miiier. That is right. 


Admiral Horwoop. I think, sir, that was one of the reasons that 
General Allen described the situation in Pendleton. 
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Dr. Mriuer. Is there any reason why a military man who is hunting 
on the reservation—he has a State license, I presume, and complies 
with all Federal laws—is there any reason he could not take a civilian 
from outside and say, “Come with me and we will go together and do 
a little shooting”? 

Admiral Horwoop. No reason, if it fits in with the program. 

Dr. Mitter. Would that be permissible? 

Admiral Horwoop. I think it is up to the individual commanding 
officer as to what is taking place. 

Dr. Minter. Then it would be possible for civilians to do some 
hunting on reservations if accompanied by military personnel ? 

Admiral Horpwoop. Yes, sir; and subject to the laws and regulations 
of that station, sir. 

Mr. Aspinatt. May I interrupt there? I understood General Allen 
to say he knew of no instance where that ever has taken place. 

Admiral Horwoop. I was asked the question, would it be possible? 
It is not a question of that. I am sure such is possible and it probably 
is done in some areas. 

Mr. Asprtnautu. Depending entirely upon the local commander’s 
orders in the matter; is that right? 

Admiral Horwoop. I would say so. 

General Aten. That is correct. 

Dr. Mixer. I would suggest, if I may, to the military that they 
should sort of encourage that practice; it might make a little better 
feeling among the sportsmen of the area and those that are a different 
class of citizens. It might be healthy and might also reduce the 
animal herd to a reasonable level that could be taken care of on the 
reservation. 

Admiral Horwoop. We encourage that very much, sir; and I think 
such a situation will develop when this so-called advisory committee 
is established which Secretary Gates has at the moment. 

Dr. Mrtier. Then there would be no reason why someone outside 
in civilian life could not say to you, “Colonel, we are good friends. 
Will you invite me down and we will go out hunting.” 

Mr. Asprnatu. If my colleague will yield. That is where the dan- 
gerous point comes into this operation, because, if it is made a matter 
of favoritism, like it can be, then, of course, it will have the local 
sportsmen aroused more than they are at the present time when it 
is entirely within the jurisdiction of the military. 


So I just simply suggest, if that practice is indulged in at all, it . 


be made more or less general for the areas surrounding these 
reservations. 

Mr. Azsporr. Precisely on that point. What would the reaction of 
the Navy and the Marine Corps be to a requirement in law that, if 
there were to be any hunting, fishing, or trapping within a military 
reservation, it would be conducted only so as to permit, subject to 
security requirements, equal access by the public with the military; 
or, if security so prohibited general access, that the designated and 

roper State game and fish official would have to approve a plan for 
Lepviatiog of game and fish within the reservation ? 

First to Admiral Hopwood. Do you have any views on that for 
the Navy? 

Admiral Horwoop. I certainly have, sir. I think it would be very 
unwise to legislate administrative provisions because of the varied 
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areas that are under consideration. What might be applicable in one 
area might not be applicable in another, and you immediately stir 
up resentment. It. seems to me, if it should be permitted in one 
State because of the conditions, and in another State it is not per- 
mitted, then right away we start answering letters and questions. 

Mr. Axnsorr. Perhaps, if I may, Admiral, you misunderstood my 
question. The general proposition would be that no hunting, fishing, 
and trapping shall be permitted within military reservations in any 
case unless it conforms to State season, bag, and take limits, on the 
one hand; and if there were 1 restrictions against general hunting and 
fishing, meaning military and civilian, then the harvesting and taking 
of game and fish would be conducted only on the basis of a cooper ative 
agreement worked out with the State game officials. 

Let me briefly comment on the collision between the military and 
the local officials. 

The States, to my knowledge, have never agreed with the view 
that game and fish within a military reservation, that title to that or 
the property interest is in anyone other than the State; ownership as 
distinguished from the question of jurisdiction over the game. There 
have been some court holdings on jurisdiction over a violator, of 
course. But you understand the general proposition, Admiral, which 
would still leave a great deal of room for cooperative agreements at 
the local level. 

Admiral Horwoop. I think that is done in large measure as far as 
the Navy and Marine Corps are concerned right today. 

Mr. Anrorr. General Allen. 

General ALLEN. The latest Department of Defense directive, which 
we have implemented to the stations, provides administratively for 
cooperation with civilian agencies. 

Mr. Ansorr. Does it require it, General Allen ? 

General ALLEN. No; I would not say it requires it. It leaves it 
up to the discretion of the military commander, considering the fact 
of safety, security, protection of Government property, and efficient 
accomplishment of his mission. 

Mr. Assorr. Did the gentleman with you, General Allen, wish to 
say something on that ¢ 

Mr. Wepeman. I believe that the DOD directive is geared to the 
question of exclusive, concurrent, or no jurisdiction in terms of com- 
pliance by the Defense Department with local and State game laws. 
I am not too familiar with the provisions of that directive, but my 
own quick reading of it indicated they had geared our compliance 
to the question of jurisdiction. 

Mr. Apsorr. But does it achieve this result, that where there is 
exclusive Federal jurisdiction—and there are many such areas—there 
need not. be cooperation or cooperative agreements reached ? 

Mr. Wepeman. I believe it isona discretionary basis. 

Mr. Assorr. If it is concurrent, presumably it would be required? 

Mr. WepemaNn. Yes; depending on the nature of the cession of the 
jurisdiction from the State. 

Mr. Annorr. Of course, if it is exclusively State, the State officers 
would be there. 

Mr. Wepeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Asporr. That is all I have on that point, Mr. Chairman. 
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The Coatrman. Mr. Burns. 

Mr. Burns. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to share the view of 
the distinguished gentleman from Colorado. If there is going to be 
fishing or hunting on any reservation area, they should not “allow it by 
favoritism but should throw it open to all who are qualified under the 
laws of the State to fish or hunt in the area. 

In Hawaii, we have had some difficulties in that same direction. 
Certainly it is only fair it should be done under game laws and any- 
body go in there and not some certain friends of some colonels or 
anybody else for that matter. 

The Coairman. Mr. Abbott. 

Mr. Assorr. Returning to one other point before we take up the 
question of the objec ‘tions, I believe, of the Navy to the present water 
application provision, | would like to make a statement, directing it 
particularly to the Office of Naval Petroleum Reserves and 1 request, 
if it is proper, Mr. Chairman that they make their comments in writing, 
and we can address such an inquiry to them. 

I find no authority in the Naval Petroleum Reserve Act of 1920, as 
amended, for the President or any other officer in the executive to 
create a naval petroleum reserve. 

The act of June 25, 1910, as amended, referred to as the General 
Withdrawal Act, did—and it is in the past tense—vest in the President 
authority to temporarily withdraw from the public entry land laws, 
the authority to create withdrawals for certain named purposes, and, 
the language is, “or other public purposes.” 

So that presumably the naval petroleum reserves and oil shale re- 
serves created after the General Withdrawal Act—seven of them I 
helieve in all—came under the 1910 act. However, by a series of earlier 
and the most recent Executive order, I believe No. 10355, of May 26, 
1952, the then President Truman delegated to the Secretary of the 
Interior the authority to make and effect withdrawals under the Gen- 
eral Withdrawal Act. So that by the procedures established in that 
Executive order the sole authority acceded to by the present Chief 
Executive must presently vest in the Secretary of the Interior. 

It may be argued, under the constitutional interpretations by the 
Supreme Court—notably in the Midwest Oil case, which has been 
referred to in previous hearings—that this would not preclude the 
President notwithstanding the delegation of authority, from creating 
such naval petroleum reserves. 

The question which will be raised with the House Armed Services 
Committee, which on this side has got mene y under the rules of the 
House for administration of the Naval Petroleum Reserve Act, is 
whether, in keeping with the policy reflected in the legislation pending 
before the committee, it would not be desirable that the House Armed 
Services Committee recapture the constitutional responsibility for 
approval of naval petroleum withdrawals. 

- would not be a matter falling within straight defense purposes. 

I make that only as an observation, Mr. ( hairman, and I think 
perhaps I am guilty in referring to authority in the Naval Petroleum 
Reserve Act. The General Withdrawal Act of 1910 has not been 
repealed by the legislation pending. But 1 am willing to agree with 
the Defense Department legal people that it may by implics ation 
with respect to the Naval Petroleum Reserve Act—the pending legis- 
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lation may take away from the President authority to create naval 
petroleum reserves. If so, clarifying language could be developed 
which would bring each of those proposed naval petroleum reserves 
before the Congress through the responsible legislative committee, 
the Armed Services Committees of the House and Senate, before any 
such withdrawals would become final. 

Mr. Asprnauty. Mr. Chairman, I have a question of counsel. 

Would that affect any of the existing naval petroleum reserves or 
oil-shale reserves ? 

Mr. Ansorr. I believe there is no question on the part of the Depart- 
ment of Defense but what our proviso presently in the bill covers 
existing naval petroleum reserves. Is that correct? 

Admiral Hopwoop. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Asporr. You have no question on that? 

Admiral Hopwoop. No question on it. 

Mr. Asporr. In addition, Mr. Aspinall, we will work with the 
Defense Department people at the staff level for presentation to the 
committee on language which would cover their concern about the 
possibility of outleasing by the Secretary of the Interior of the mineral 
estates in existing military reservations. 

Admiral Hopwoop. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I wish to ask this additional question: Does the 
withority which you now have, Admiral, permit you to engage in 
research activities for the prosecution and development of the values 
from those naval oil shale and petroleum reserves ? 

Admiral Horwoop. It does so authorize; yes, sir. 

Mr. AsprnAty. I ask that question with the understanding that at 
the present time there is a great deal of controversy as far as the 
operation of the research plant on the naval oil-shale reserve at Rifle, 
Colo., with which I understand you are familiar as well as Captain 
Miller. 

Admiral Horwoop. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnauy. And that must be cleared up as far as jurisdiction 
is concerned. At the present time the custody of that facility is sup- 
posedly in the Navy. Is that right? 

Admiral Hopwoop. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Asprnaui. And that is some question as to where the appropria- 
tions, as suggested by the Bureau of the Budget for fisca] 1958 as to 
the custody and care of that facility, are to be placed ¢ 

Admiral Horwoop. Yes, sir. As you know, sir, that has been dele- 
vated to the Department of the Interior for 1958, I believe, sir. 

Mr. Asptnaui. As far as the Budget request for funds. But there 
has recently been an interagency agreement which transfers the facil- 
ity on that oil-shale petroleum reserve to the Navy. 

Mr. Apsorr. On the question of oil-shale reserves and petroleum 
reserves, Admiral Hopwood. There were set out in our committee 
report on H. R. 12185 last year, following rather detailed inquiries 
from the Office of Naval Petroleum Reserves, certain committee con- 
clusions as to the status of naval reservations as distinguished from 
naval petroleum reserves. 

You are aware, I am sure, on September 6, 1956, the chairman ad- 
dressed a letter to the Comptroller General of the United States 
setting out six questions related to the Navy position, or the Navy 
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position in the committee’s perspective. For example, with regard 
to San Nicolas or any other reservation similarly situated. 

aie October 19, 1956, in response to that inquiry, the C omptroller 
General submitted to the chairman his answers to those questions. 

Does the Navy consider itself bound, with respect to possible 
drilling or exploration on San Nicolas or any other naval reservation 
as distinguished from petroleum reserve, by the conclusions reached 
by the C omptroller General ? 

Admiral Horwoop. I must say that I am not familiar with the 
Comptroller General’s reply in that area. 

Comdr. Emory Smirn. If the counsel please: The main point at 
issue in the Comptroller General’s opinion is, of course, at variance 
with the views expressed by the Navy to this committee. 

As to whether we consider the Comptroller General’s opinion, ex- 
pressed in his letter to the distinguished chairman here—we do not 
feel it is binding on the Navy. Our reason for that conclusion is that 
the opinion was an advisory opinion only, since it did not specifically 
involve the question of availability of appropriations. 

Mr. Apporr. Ww ould you be in a position, Commander Smith, to 
answer and the answer to this question relates to the 
position iets the Navy in the last Congress: Do you feel that 
the Navy has any authority to explore for petroleum on San Nicholas 
or any other naval reservation without a specific act of Congress, 
whetl-er appropriations or legislative? 

Comdr. Emory Smiru. Well, sir, you will recall our testimony last 
spring before this committee on the position taken at that time. 
We reiterated that position in an informal legal opinion furnished 
to the chairman last summer. In substance, the Navy claims the au- 
thority and the responsibility for exploratory work only on lands 
withdrawn or reserved for naval purposes outside of naval petroleum 
reserves, but only as an incident to the establishment of new reserves. 

Mr. Axporr. At that point, Commander Smith. What you are 
saying is that you can proceed to explore on any of the X million 
acres of lands withdrawn for general naval purposes, appr opriations 
being made available, presumably. Is that what you are saying? 

Comdr. Emory Smrru. That has been the consistent. position which 
has been in force. 

Mr. Anrorr. And the Navy is presently requesting—there are ap- 

ications pending as of December 31, 1956, including the Black 
Rock. Sahwave area in Nevada to which Congressman Baring made 
reference, totaling 5 million acres in the continental United States. 
From the statement you have just made, you would have authority 
to explore for petroleum in that 5 million acres if acquired. Is that 
correct ¢ 

Comdr. Emory Smirn. The Navy has only asserted it has the au- 
thority and responsibility to explore, and that excludes authority to 
produce Sea oe 

The Cnarrman. I understand the commander’s position also is con- 
ditioned upon appropriations. If the Congress makes the money 
available for the purpose, as a necessary incidence to the availability 
of money is the implication that they are going to use it. 

It is our view that an item in an appropriation bill for exploration 
bill for exploration on San Nicolas Island or any other naval reserva- 
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tion would be subject to a point of order. If a point of order is not 
made, then, of course, the money is available with the implied author- 
ization. 

If I understand the commander’s position, that is what he is saying. 
Is that not right, Commander ? 

Comdr. Emory Smiru. That is right, sir; any appropriation may be 
subject to a point of order. As the chairman will rec: all, there is the 
variance of opinion between this committee and ours. We think our 
position is consistent with the position of the Armed Services Com- 
mittee. Therefore, there is an inconsistency of position between two 
committees. As Admiral Hopwood says, the Navy is the trustee for 
these reservations or any of this exploratory program for the Con- 
gress. That is the way we would like to leave it. I mean we would 
like to have a uniform mandate from the Congr ess as to their pleas- 
ure, and we will certainly, of course, be responsive to that mandate. 

Mr. Ansorr. Commander Smith, the report of the Department of 
Defense correctly attached particular significance to the provisions 
of section 6 of the proposed legislation, which in effect stated, which I 
believe the committee records and the records of any other committee 
reflect, that there are only four basic Federal laws under which the 
minerals, including oil and gas estate on Federal property, may be 
disposed of : The Mining Law of 1872, as amended; the Mineral Leas- 
ing Act of 1920, as amended, and the acts which preceded it; the Ac- 
quired Lands Act of 1947; and the Outer Continental Shelf Lands 
Act of 1953. You are now saying that the Naval Petroleum Reserve 
Act of 1920 carries with it some kind of a spill-over authority in on 
Department of the Navy to explore for petroleum in naval reservs 
tions as distinguished from those designated as naval petroleum re- 
serves or oil shale reserves. Is that correct ? 

Comdr. Emory Smiru. That is correct, sir. But the four acts you 
mentioned, Mr. Abbott, refer to disposition of mineral interest. Now 
the Navy does not dispose of mineral interest by carrying on explora- 
tory work. So I do not quite see the relation that you are making 
here. 

Mr. Arrorr. Would you see any objections to the Secretary of the 
Interior modifying existing orders which created—and the authority 
has been delegated from the President to the Secretary—which cre- 
ated existing naval reservations, to make it very clear that utilization, 
disposition, or otherwise working with the mineral estate of existing 
naval reservations could be carried out only under the existing Fed- 
eral laws dealing with utilization and disposition ? 

Comdr. Emory Sairn. Well, sir, that gets to the second part of my 
answer to your first question. We feel there is nothing incompatible 
with our claimed authority to explore and the authority that the De- 
partment of the Interior has to lease out lands under the Mineral 
Leasing Act or the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act. 

Mr. Avporr. In turn, commander, you would interpret the outer 
Continental Shelf restriction authority. Let’s say that the Navy gets 
their sixteen million, or thereabouts, acreage of airspace overlying the 
soil and seabed off the coast of Louisiana. That would carry with it 
a reservation or restriction against exploration through action of 
the Secretary of the Interior for oil and gas in this soil and seabed 
underlying that portion of the restricted area which lay within the 
100 fathom line. Is that correct ? 
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Admiral Horwoop, Not within the terms of this bill under con- 
sideration. 

Mr. Axsporr. Yes, sir; not within the terms of the bill, but on the 
premise on which Commander Smith is proceeding. 

Comdr. Emory Smiru. As counsel will recall, we stated the policy 
of. the Navy on exploratory—— 

Mr. Assorr. We are not talking about policy; we are talking about 
asserted authority. 

Comdr. Emory Smiru. Yes. 

Mr. Assorr. You will agree with me, will you not, that the effect 
of the restriction would be to close it to oil and gas entry. 

Comdr. Emory Smitru. That is true. 

Mr. Ansorr. But, extending the argument you have made, the 
mere creation of the naval reservation would permit exploration for 
oil and gas in the same outer Continental Shelf lands. Is that not 
correct 4 

Comdr. Emory Smitn. Not under our act. Under section 11 of 
the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, which permits any Federal 
agency to do exploratory work in the outer Continental Shelf. 

“Mr. Assorr. Then, from whatever source derived, you claim 
authority along, apparently, with the Bureau of Engraving and the 
Department of Agriculture under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands 
Act, if you have an existing reservation to explore for oil and gas. 
Is that correct ? 

Comdr. Emory SmitH. We have that legal authority. I think it is 
vested in the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act. Right here in 
section 11. 

Mr. Anpotr. Does the Department of Defense agree with that posi- 
tion? Can you state whether they do or do not? 

Comdr. Emory Smiru. I cannot state. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF JACK L. STEMPLER, OFFICE OF GENERAL 
COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Mr. Stempter. I think the commander has stated from a historical 
point of view the position of the Navy. It is our feeling that, with 
reference to the bill now pending before the committee, section 6 of 
that bill would preclude, by statutory language, exploration by the 
Navy for petroleum in areas reserved for naval purposes as distin- 
guished from areas set aside for naval petroleum reserves. There- 


fore, the legal question is an interesting one, but it is moot if this bill’ 


becomes law. 

Mr. Asporr. But by your statement, Mr. Stempler, with removal 
of that section, the Navy could then call into play the independent 
authority of the Navy to invoke their reasoning and proceed to explore 
in the soil and sea bed of the outer Continental Shelf for oil and gas. 

Mr. Stempter. Assuming section 6 of the now pending bill were 
reworded or never enacted into law, we would then have the question 
of the Navy’s position as prev iously stated. It would then be a ques- 
tion for General Counsel of the Department of Defense to resolve. 

As I said in our comment on the bill, it is our feeling that the 
pending legislation would resolve the question. 
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Mr. Azszorr. The Department of Defense takes no exception, as I 
read the position, to the particular aspect of asserted naval authority 
which we are now discussing. 

Mr. Stemeter. The Defense Department’s position on the bill does 
not take issue with what this section would do with respect to explora- 
tion, namely, preclude it. But we took exception as to the possible 
inconsistent leasing activities and utilization of land withdrawal or 
reserved for military purposes. 

Mr. Ansorr. But the Department of Defense would have no ob- 
jection to a position which is this: That, there be no leasing and no de- 
velopment in Federal reservations, restrictions or withdrawals— 
excepting only established naval petroleum reserves and oil shale 
reserves—except by operation of the laws to which we have made 
reference; is that correct? 

Mr. Srempter. That is correct. 

Mr. Anporr. Thank you. 

The Cuairman. Before we get away from this point, I would like 
to have Commander Smith clarify in what particular he thinks this 
committee is disagreeing with the Committee on Armed Services with 
respect to the authority, if that is what it is, of the Navy to explore. 

We do "ye disagree with the proposition that, if an appropriation 
is made it carries implied authority to use it. But we say basic 
authority "heed not exist in the law; therefore, such an item in the 
appropriations bill would be subject to a point of order. 

Last year, when the Navy went over and appeared before the Ap- 
propriations Committee and asked for money to explore on San Nico- 
las Island, I notified the chairman of that committee that if they 
included it I intended to make a point of order on it on the floor of 
the House. I told the chairman I wanted to come over there and 
argue the case. It was not necessary because the Appropriations 
Committee said we were right about it—there was not any authority 
in the law and the appropriation would therefore be subject to a 
point of order. 

So the Appropriations Committee agrees with us. I was not aware 
of any disagreement with the Armed Services Committee on the same 
point. Is that what you are talking about, Commander Smith? 

Commander Emory Siri. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. I believe T 
made reference here before to the Armed Services Committee report 
on Investigation of Naval Petroleum Reserves. In that report they 
stated that the Navy had been remiss in not coming before the com- 
mittee with a program looking to the establishment of new naval 
petroleum reserves. 

The Cuarrman, Let’s stop right there. That does not prove any- 
thing. You may have been remiss in not presenting a program. But 
did the subcommittee say you had the authority to explore and that 
you should have done it? 

Commander Emory Sarrn. We think it certainly implied it, sir. 
They offered no legislation to implement that. recommendation. 

The Ciaran. I know, Commander, but we might have a sub- 
committee of this committee say you ought to do something. It does 
not imply you have the authority to do it, but that they want to give 
you the authority if you come up with a program of doing it. 

I cannot deduce from what you have said up to the present that 
there is any disagreement between this committee and the Committee 











134 MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 


on Armed Services with respect to the basic authority of the ability 
to explore. 

Commander Exory Samir. This same problem, Mr. Chairman, of 
course, has been up before in relation to other lands set aside. 

The Cuarrman. Can you cite book, line, and page where the Armed 
Services Committee says you have authority to explore, which is in 
disagreement with the position taken by this committee, concurred in 
by the Appropriations Committee, concurred in by the Comptroller 
General? I would be interested to find it. 

Captain Miller, you have been jumping up and down, bouncing a 
little. I thought maybe you had a statement. 

Captain Mitter. 1 would like to make a comment on the point I 
think is somewhat overlooked in the question of Mr. Abbott—that we 
are empowered to go out and look on any naval land set aside for 
naval purposes. What Mr. Abbott overlooks is that we are subject to 
congressional control and we make no moves in that direction without 
congressional approval as expressed by the House Armed Services 
Committee. 

Now we could not possibly go out and do any exploring on any 
lands unless the approval was obtained from the House Armed Serv- 
ices Committee. 

Mr. Asporr. But, in effect, Captain, the position and the interpre- 
tation given the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act by the Navy— 
the record makes it appear that it is considered a mandate to get 
Texas Tower barges out there and start dropping bits into the soil and 
sea bed. 

Interpretation given and a reading of the very extended considera- 
tion given the bill which became the Outer C ontinental Shelf Lands 
Act make it clear that the language which is read as a mandate in 
your office apparently was nothing more than saying that this act 
shall not in and of itself prohibit exploration by other Federal agen- 
cies impliedly otherwise having authority. And there is where I 
suppose the blanket is split. 

I believe Mr. Stempler stated the position of the Defense Depart- 
ment with respect to this legislation, and you gentlemen apparently 
would concede that the interpretation given by the Defense Depart- 
ment, which is the committee’s interpretation, is correct even though 
perhaps objected to by the Office of Naval Petroleum Reserves. 

The CHarrman. I want to find out if Commander Smith has been 
able to dig up that book, line, and page reference. 

Comdr. Emory Smiru. I think Captain Miller’s statement goes 
right to that. 

When we start a program to explore for oil on lands outside of the 
naval petroleum reserves, on lands which are reserved for naval pur- 
poses. first we seek consultation with the Armed Services Committee 
before we even begin the exploratory work. 

The CrarrmMan. Stop right there and let me get on that point. The 
Armed Services Committee is not the Congress any more than this 
committee is. We can talk and chatter aronnd here, but before the 
proposition before us becomes a law it has to be passed out of this com- 
mittee, passed by the House, passed by the Senate committee, passed 
by the Senate, and signed by the President. And this is a long, long 
way from just sitting around and consulting. 
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No consultation of the Armed Services Committee can carry an 
authority that does not exist in the law. Let us go on from there. 

Comdr. Emory Smiru. In the law, if I may proceed on that, sir, 
the Naval Petroleum Reserves Act, a statute duly enacted by the 
Congress, has these provisions requiring consultation. However, 
there is no requirement in this particular law to which I refer which 
requires us to consult regarding exploratory work or initiating explor- 
atory programs. We have a time-honored practice, of which we are 
very proud, that before we do that, even though we may not be legally 
bound in this instance to consult, we do it nevertheless. 

Now, sir, we did that in the case of the San Nicolas Island. 

The CuatrmMan. That is subject to the same comment I previously 
made. No amount of consultation, comment, or just plain old yak-yak 
over there in the Armed Services Committee carries the dignity and 
the authority of law. 

Now please get your hands on a sentence there and read it to me. 

Comdr. Emory Samira. The main question we are trying to answer 
here, as I understand it, Mr. Chairman, is as to whether the divergence 
of views exists between this committee and the House Armed Services 
Committee. 

The CuarrmMan. With respect to the authority in the law. 

Comdr. Emory Sairu. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. And I believe we have been at it 10 minutes now. 
You are doing a good job of twisting and turning. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. Chairman, if you would let me ask the question 
another way. Commander Smith, what is your argument against the 
chairman’s view that a point of order will lie against an appropriation 
for the use which you suggest ? 

Comdr. Emory Smiru. Well, sir, we do not concur in that argument. 
We do not think a point of order properly lies there. 

Mr. Asprnatu. You do not mean to say that you think a point of 
order might or might not lie because there is no statutory authority, 
do you ¢ 

Comdr. Emory Smrru. We maintain, sir, as reiterated to the com- 
mittee, that our Naval Petroleum Reserve Act does permit us to 
explore. That act carries in it an appropriation authority. But we 
frankly admit that you disagree with us and also the House Appro- 
priations Committee. 

Mr. Anzorr. And the Senate committee. They did not see fit to 
restore the item. 

The question Mr. Aspinall is asking is this: You continue, not- 
withstanding the Comptroller General’s opinion, the conclusions of 
this committee, and the conclusions of the Appropriations Committee, 
that you are without authority, without legal authority, to explore in 
lands other than established naval petroleum reserves—you do not 
concur in that. Is that correct ? 

Comdr. Emory Smirn. That is true, and we believe that the House 
Armed Services Committee likewise does not concur in that; and that 
is the reason why we would like this matter to be decided by the 
Congress up here and give us a uniform direction on the point. 

The Crarrman. Of course, the commander keeps saying that the 
Armed Services Committee takes this or that position, and I asked 
him to put his hand on the book, line, and page where they said it; 
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and he is standing there with enough papers to paper the wall, but he 
does not put his finger on a sentence. 

Let’s pass it up, because we are beating this devil around the 
bush enough. 

Commander, would you please submit in writing your premise on 
which you base the conclusion that the Armed Services Committee is 
in disagreement with this committee with regard to the authority of 
the Navy to explore on naval reservations other than naval petroleum 
reserves / 

(Commirree Nore.—Commander Smith subsequently submitted a 
letter under date of February 7, 1957, in response to the chairman’s 
request, which letter follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES, 
Washington, D. C.. February 7, 1957. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Drar Mr. CHAIRMAN: During the hearings conducted by your committee 
on January 30, 1957, relating to H. R. 627, witnesses testifying on behalf of 
the Navy Department ae nee the opinion that the present Naval Petroleum 
Reserve Act (70A Stat. 7462, 10 U. S. C. secs. 7421-7488) authorizes the 
Navy to conduct oil op ond exploratory work on lands withdrawn for naval 
purposes outside the naval petroleum reserves as an incident to the creation of 
new petroleum reserves. These witnesses also stated that this opinion was ap- 
parently consistent with the views = the House Armed Services Committee. 
It is understood that section 6 of H. 627 has been interpreted by your com- 
mittee to deprive the Department of ae X Navy of the right to explore for oil on 
such lands. 

In accordance with your request that the Department of the Navy substan- 
tiate its assertion that there is an apparent divergence of views between your 
committee and the House Committee on Armed Services, the following infor- 
mation is respectfully submitted. 

Within recent years a Special Subcommittee on Petroleum of the Committee 
on Armed Services studied the policies relating to the fuel resources of the 
Navy, and the subcommittee expressed the following conclusion : 

“Tt is our view that additional military or naval reserves should be estab- 
lished and completely and rapidly de —— And again we say that we be- 
lieve that the Arme Department of the Navy 
have been remiss in not suggesting earlie ra sound program which would ; accom- 
plish this” (H. Rept. 263, 80th Cong., 2d sess. 6061 (1948) ). 

Inasmuch as the oil content of the naval petroleum reserves, except for Pe- 
troleum Reserve No. 4 in Alaska, had already been determined by 1948, it would 
appear that the subcommittee intended that the Navy should evaluate lands 
outside the present naval petroleum reserves. The only lands readily available 





for such exploration and possible inclusion within the reserve system were the - 


lands withdrawn from the public domain for naval uses and purposes. More- 
over, since the subcommittee directed the Navy to seek new reserves and did not 
offer or suggest enabling legislation to accomplish this purpose, the Department 
of the Navy is of the opinion that the subcommittee believed the Naval Petroleum 
Reserve Act to contain sufficient authority to authorize the Navy to conduct 
exploratory operations on lands under naval control. 

Pursuant to this directive from the committee, which, as you know, has been 
designated by the Congress in the ! Naval Petroleum Reserve Act as its agent and 
representative to supervise the Navy's administration of the netroleum reserves, 
the Navy. undertook the exploration of San Nicolas Island. In accordance with 
its time-honored policy of consulting with the Armed Services Committees of 
the Congress on all matters relating to the administration of the Reserves, the 
Navy laid before these committees a program for the exploration of San Nicolas 
island. This was a preparatory step which, if successful, would lead to the 
establishment of a new reserve. It was made clear to these committees that 
San Nicolas Island was outside the boundaries of any petroleum reserve. The 
Navy received the following reply from the chairman of the House Armed Serv- 
ices Committee on February 7, 1955: 
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“Hon. THOMAS S. GATEs, IJr., 
“Under Secretary of the Navy, 
“Washington, D. C. 

“Dear Mr. Secretary: Thank you for your letter of January 27, wherein you 
advise us as to the Navy’s desire to reprogram certain savings, effective through 
the suspension of activities in Naval Petroleum Reserve No. 4, to certain geo- 
logical endeavors in connection with San Nicolas Island, Ventura County, Calif. 

“T doubt that this is a matter requiring consultation with the committee but 
I sincerely appreciate your efforts to keep the committee advised. 

“In an effort to be helpful, J hove written to the chairman of the House Appro- 
priations Committee, advising him of my favorable attitude with reference to 
this request.” [Italics supplied.] 

“Tf I can be of further assistance please let me know. 

“Sincerely yours, 
“(Signed) Carn. Vinson, Chairman.” 


Similarly, on November 14, 1955, the following letter was received from the 
chairman of the Committee on Armed Services: 


“Hon. THOMAS 8S. GATES, Jr. 
“Under Secretary of the Nuvy, 
“Washington, D. C. 


“Drak Mr. SecRETARY: Thank you for your letter of November 2 wherein 
you outline the Nary’s proposed course of action to determine the prospects for 
the discovery of oil on San Nicolas Island, Ventura County, Calif. 

“Tnasmuch as San Nicolas Island is not a part of the naval petroleum reserves, 
it seems clear to me that it does not come within the ordinary purview of the 
Naval Petroleum Reserve Act, insofar as committee consultation is concerned. 
Therefore, pending the discovery of oil at San Nicolas Island in quantities 
sufficient to justify its inclusion in the naval petroleum reserve, committee 
consultation will not be required. 

“Qn the other hand, in view of the committees’ general responsibility in such 
matters, and its close supervision over all details of the naval petroleum 
reserves, it is considered most desirable that the Department of the Navy keep 
the committee fully advised by timely correspondence of all activities and 
developments in connection with the San Nicolas project. [Italics supplied.] 

“Tam pleased to note that von have sngvested this course of procedure as an 
ilternative to consultation. I fully endorse your suggestions. 

“Sincerely yours, 
“(Signed) Cart Vinson, Chairman.” 


In view of these letters and the directive of the subcommittee of the Committee 
on Armed Services, the Department of the Navy believes that a divergence of 
views exists between your committee and the House Armed Services Committee. 
Section 6 of H. R. 627 has been interpreted to preclude Navy exploration on 
lands outside the reserves, and as can be seen such a restriction would prevent 
the Navy from complying with the expressed wishes of the Armed Services 
Committee. The Navy acts only as a trustee of these oil lands for the Congress. 
Therefore, it is understandable that it is essential that the Navy receive a 
uniform directive from the Congress resolving the question of the Navy's author- 
ity and responsibility to explore for oil on lands outside the naval petroleum 
reserve as an adjunct to the creation of new reserves. 

Sincerely yours, 
Emory C. SMITH, 
Commander, U.S. Navy, 
Deputy Director and Counsel, 
Naval Petroleum Reserves. 


And the gentleman from Utah wants about 3 minutes before we get 
through here. 

Mr. Dawson. I just wanted to ask Captain Rembert a question. 
You have read a statement, Captain, a few minutes ago to the effect 
that the Navy on the 15th of January of this year had received a 
inemorandum from the Department of Defense dated January 11 
which made the northern portion of the Las Vegas bombing range 
available for Navy use, and that as a result you had instructed your 
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men in the field to cease their seeking of lands west of Great Salt 
Lake. Is that correct? And also on the California saline area. 

Captain Remperr. No, sir; not exactly, sir. Upon being notified 
that the particular area you mentioned was declared available by the 
Air Force for possible Navy use by the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense, the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations then sent a study 
group to work with the people on the west coast to determine if these 
added lands, together with the ones we already have in ranges, will 
fulfill our requirements for training, sir. In other words, periodi- 
cally we make reviews of our requirements in comparison with the 
ranges available. 

Mr. Dawson. Then as the study is being made are you still persist- 
ing in your efforts to acquire the Utah area? 

C ‘aptain Remeerr. I would like to ask Commander Smith, who is 

completely familiar with the particular area in question. 

Mr. Dawson. The reason I am asking this is because we have had 
a number of meetings with some of your people, and we have been 
assured through the Department of Defense that the naval people 
out in my State are not to persist in their efforts to take over this 
area of land until this study is completed. 

Do you know whether they are so doing, whether they are proceed- 
ing to push their claims? 

Captain Rempert. It is my understanding, sir, that all of these areas 
are under review. 

Mr. Dawson. Since you made this statement I have received a wire 
which has just come in from my State from the director of State aero- 
nautics, and he states: 

The Navy is back in Utah with the biggest show of force yet in controversy. 
The heat is on worse than ever. Understood they were supposed to pull out. 

You understand our State legislature is now in session, and most of 
these lands are State lands. They are taking members of the legis- 
lature for a free ride over the area in attempting to sell them on this 
proposition, and we have been assured by your Department and the 
Department of Defense that they are not going to consider this until 
this study is completed. 

I would like a statement from somebody in authority as to whether 
they are going to persist in their efforts or whether they are going to 
mo out. Can you give us that? 

Admiral Davis. I can give it to you, sir. I issued the order myself 
that they would withdraw all efforts in that area until this conference 

yas over. 

Mr. Dawson. Apparently it has not reached them, because they are 
still persisting, and this wire just came in less than ‘an hour ago, and 
it was dated today. When was the order issued ? 

Admiral Davis. About a week ago, sir. 

Mr. Dawson. Apparently they are having trouble with their wires 
then, because they are there in force according to this wire. 

Admiral Davis. I will certainly look into ‘that. 

Mr. Dawson. Will you follow it up and see they are carried out? 

Admiral Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Dawson. Yes. 
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Mr. Sisx. There are a lot of channels, you know, between here and 
Utah. 

Mr. Dawson. Apparently they are pretty well balled up, because 
they are not getting through. 

The Cuatrman. Without objection, the correspondence referred to 
in questions by the counsel will be made a part of the record (See p. 
340) ; and, without objection, the statement by Commander Smith when 
prepared for the committee will be made a part of the record. (See 

136.) 

I am very interested, Commander, in this statement because if we 
are in disagreement with my distinguished friend, the gentleman from 
Georgia, chairman of the Armed Services Committee, I want to find 
out on what basis and why. If we are wrong, we will back up. If 
he is wrong, he is going to have to back up. But I assert that we 
are not. 

Commander, if you can show where you have the divergence between 
the two committees, I think it ought to be straightened out. I will be 
interested in that statement. 

Mr. Assorr. Would the Chair make a unanimous-consent request 
to place in the record at the appropriate point the information sub- 
mitted by the Department of Air Force letter of January 25, 1957, 
showing State distribution of real property controlled by the military 
departments; and, in addition, materials submitted by the Bureau of 
Land Management, Department of the Interior, showing a State- by- 
State distribution, by acreage, file number, applicant, and purpose; ap- 
plications pending for withdrawal for military purposes as of Decem- 
ber 31, 1956, which shows a total of 10,119,268 acres being requested 
in the United States, 48 States, 2,747,675 in Alaske 

The Cuatrman. Without objection, the correspondence referred to 
will be made a part of the record at the commencement of these pro- 
ceedings in order that they be in the early part of the record. 

(The material referred to is included in this record on page 42. 

Admiral, do you have something you want to add? 

Admiral Horwoop. I was going to suggest that a list of the Navy- 
controlled lands similar to those just spoken of by the counsel be made 
a part of the record, too. 

Mr. Apporr. I believe the letter over General Kelly’s signature in- 
cludes the Navy’s report. 

Admiral Horwoop. It does? 

Mr. Asporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Tuomson. Has the Navy been asked if they claim any juris- 
diction over the fish and wildlife other than the right to control tres- 
pass and access to your reservations? 

Admiral Horwoop. No, sir. We intend to conform to State laws 
in the area under consideration. 

Mr. Tomson. That the States control the fish and wildlife prop- 
erty, but you control the access into the areas? 

Admiral Horwoop. That is right. Not State control entirely, but 
our regulations include State control, and the same will apply either 
way. State laws will be applicable, in other words. 

Mr. Tuomson. That is by regulation. But you maintain that you 
could change that. Do you maintain any ownership over the fish and 


wildlife? 
88986—57-——10 
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General Auten. That particular point, I believe, is bringing up a 
legal point for which in the management of it we have never given 
-onsideration. 

Mr. THomson, It never became important ? 

General ArLen. No. As long as we are complying with State laws, 
Federal laws in the management of game, there is never the question 
of jurisdiction as far as the applicability of those laws. 

Mr. Tuomson. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Admiral, is there a prepared statement with refer- 

ence to the Navy’s position on water rights ? 

Admiral Hopwoop. Mr. vom Baur can answer that. 

Mr. vom Baour. I have a short, prepared statement. I could read 

perhaps in 5 or 6 minutes if you are prepared to hear it. 

The CHatrMAN. We are not going to have a chance to get to it 
today because the House is in session at 12 o’clock and we have this 
important foreign aid resolution a I have no doubt the bells will 
ring as soon as we get past 12 o’cloc 

Without objection, the statement will be made a part of the record 
und we will try to get back to it later. 

If you have it prepared, Counsel, will you submit it to the com- 
inittee? We will put it in the record at this point and perhaps we can 
get back to it later. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT oF F. Trowrkipte vom BAUr, GENERAL COUNSEL FOR THE NAVY 
DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen, I am F. Trowbridge vom Baur, the General 
Counsel for the Navy Department. This statement is submitted in response to 
the request of your committee counsel for a further statement in support of the 
recommendation of the Department of Defense as follows: 

“Since section 6 of the prior bills, which deals with water rights, was elim 
inated from H. R. 12185, it is therefore suggested that subsection (8S) of section 3 
he deleted from the bill.” 

This subsection (8) of section 3 of H. R. 627 provides generally that future 
applications for military withdrawals or reservations shall specify whether, 
subject to existing law, the military department has acquired or proposes to 
acquire rights to the use of water in the Western States in conformity with 
State law and procedures. 

Our objection to this requirement is essentially that it serves no useful pur- 
pose and should therefore be deleted. The question whether the Federal agencies 
shall comply with State law in the acquisition and use of water rights on public 
domain and other lands has been and is the subject of many independent bills 
introduced in the last and the current session of Congress. It was for this 
reason that section 6 dealing with water rights was dropped from the previous 
and present versions of H. R. 627. We believe that subsection 8 should be 
dropped for the same reason. 

If independent legislation on the subject of water rights is enacted, the mili- 
tary departments will, of course, comply as required with State law. If such 
legislation is not enacted, the military departments, in my opinion, would not 
be required or authorized to expend funds to comply with State law in order 
to appropriate. and use unappropriated water on military reservations with 
drawn from the public domain. In either event, the question raised by subsec- 
tion 8 would not be an open one and the answer would be a foregone conclusion. 
in our view, therefore, the proposed requirement would not be informative or 
helpful. 

As I stated in my testimony last year before this committee, our position under 
the Pelton Dam case (Federal Power Commission vy. Oregon (349 U. S. Code 
345) ) is that the Government has a property right to appropriate and use any un- 
appropriated water on military reservations withdrawn from the publie domain. 
This was also the view of the Department of Justice. The military departments 
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therefore have no need to acquire such rights in accordance with State law nor, 
in the absence of further legislation, would they be authorized to expend money 
to acquire such rights. In this respect, military areas withdrawn from the public 
domain are different from those acquired from private owners. In the latter 
case, the Governinent acquires only such property rights to water as are recog- 
nized by State law and must acquire any additional water rights that may be 
needed by purchase, condemnation or appropriation in accordance with State 
law and procedures. 

Furthermore, in their use of unappropriated water on military reservations, the 
military departments must avoid interference with vested water rights which 
private owners have previously acquired in accordance with State law. It is also 
our view that notwithstanding the Government’s right to appropriate water on 
military reservations, the military departments should cooperate with State 
authorities to the fullest extent possible by making every reasonable effort to 
adhere to local conservation and pollution practices and voluntary restrictions in 
times of drought and shortages. 

In sum, we feel that whether the military departments comply with State 
law in acquiring rights to use water is a question which is now settled one way 
under existing Federal law, which may be changed by pending water-rights legis- 
lation. In any case, the answer will be predetermined and need not be repeated 
in every future application for withdrawal of lands for military reservations. 

Finally, in answer to a specific question raised by committee counsel, I do not 
consider subsection (8) desirable as an interim measure pending enactment of 
general legislation on water rights. Since subsection (8) neither requires nor 
authorizes compliance with State law, the military departments would still be 
limited by existing law as reflected in the Pelton Dan case and would not be 
justified in changing their present position with regard to compliance with State 
law. In my view, the subject of Federal-State relations with regard to water 
rights requires comprehensive treatment and should be dealt with by general 
legislation after consideration of all the constitutional and other aspects of the 
problem. 


Mr. Aspsorr. May I ask one question before Admiral Hopwood 
leaves the stand ? 

On October 27, 1955, there was issued a Department of Defense 
directive which set up a utilization control report procedure. Is that 
correct, Admiral ? 

Admiral Hopwoop. That is right. 

Mr. Asrorr. Has the Navy submitted any or all of its reports, stud- 
ies, in response to that directive ? 

Admiral Hopwoop. It is my understanding that about 35 percent 
have been submitted to date, and we will have another group on the 
first of February. We expect to be completed by the first of May. 

Mr. Aseorr. As you know, Admiral, the committee took the position 
that it was not entirely consistent with good real property utilization 
policies to approve pending applications where the requesting agency 
had not internally first, and then for surveillance of the Department of 
Defense, completed its own studies with respect to what they presently 
hold. 

Admiral Horwoop, Right. 

Mr. Annorr. Would the Navy be in a position to indicate which of 
their present applications, by letter or otherwise, whatever the finding, 
would still be required by the Navy? Could you or have you done 
that ? 

Mr. Wepeman. I think, Mr. Abbott, it is fair to say that our exist- 
ing applications before the Department of the Interior will not be 
affected by the conclusions we reach in the review. 

Mr. Anpsorr. Within the Navy? 

Mr. Wepeman. Within the Navy. 
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Mr. Assorr. But that the Department of Defense, particularly in 
light of the Air Force position with respect to Nellis-Tonapah, may 
be affected ? 

Mr. Wepeman. That is correct. I am thinking now only of land 
which we presently control. With few exceptions our naval estab- 
lishments, as Admiral Hopwood has indicated, are relatively modest 
sized. The areas which we are asking for in our applications before 
the Department of the Interior, of course, are quite substantial, 
amounting in every instance, I believe, to more than 100,000 acres. 

I do not believe that we have in our present inventory of real 
property land areas of sufficient size to meet the air-to-air gunnery 
requirement, missile range requirements which are covered by those 
applications before Interior. 

Mr. Asgorr. But do you have applications pending which, in effect, 
may have been made unnecessary by reason of what we understand is 
to be a joint ballistics range at Winslow to be used by the Air Force, 
Navy, and AEC? 

Mr. Wepeman. I cannot speak for the Deputy Chief of Naval 
Operations for Air in that connection, but certainly it is possible that 
those applications may be adjusted, amended, or modified as a result 
of that, plus the consideration now being given to the area being 
given up by the Air Force at Tonapah. 

Mr. Assgorr. In short, you do not know that the 5 million-acre 
applications presently pending might not subsequently be modified ? 

Mr. WepeMAN. It is entirely possible. 

The Cuatrman. Admiral, are there other statements besides the 
statement of Mr. vom Baur you would like to submit ? 

Admiral Horwoop. That is all. That completes our understanding 
of the desires of the committee unless you have further questions. 

Mr. Assorr. Could we request, Mr. Chairman, a followup to the 
presentation by Admiral Stump at Honolulu in December of 1954 
with respect to Navy holdings in Hawaii? And I believe we could 
furnish the record made at that time which shows in some detail the 
acreage and the status of lands then held by the Navy and Marine 
Corps. 

I believe it is the desire of the Delegate from Hawaii we have that 
brought up to date, not necessarily in connection with this legisla- 
tion, so that we may determine whether it should be related to this 
legislation. 

Admiral Horwoop. We will be pleased to do that. 

The Cuatrman, Admiral, we appreciate your being here and the 
excellent and informative testimony of yourself and of your associates. 

Admiral Horwoop. Thank you. 

The CuarrmMan. Thank you very much. 

The committee will stand adjourned until the next regularly sched- 
uled meeting or the call of the Chair. 

(W hereupon, at 12 noon, the committee adjourned, to reconvene at 
the call of the Chair.) 


ed 


———————— 
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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 1957 


Houser oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:10 a. m., in the com- 
mittee room, New House Office Building, Hon Clair Engle (chair- 
man of the committee) presiding. 

The Cuatrman. The House Committee on Interior will be in order 
for the further consideration of testimony regarding military with- 
drawals on the public land areas of the United States in relation to 
H. R. 627 and similar bills on the same subject. 

We have before us the Department of the Army this morning. The 
principal witness is Mr. Robert D. King, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Financial Management, Office of the Secretary of the Army. 
With him are Major Yates, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Personnel; Mr. Gowen, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logis- 
tics; Mr. Pearl, Office of the Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. King, do you desire to have your assistants at the witness table 
with you? 

Mr. Kine. Sir, I think after I finish my statement I will have them 
come up. 

The Cuatrman. I observe you have a brief statement. Without ob- 
jection, the statement may be read without interruption. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT D. KING, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF 
THE ARMY; ACCOMPANIED BY MAJ. EAMES L. YATES, OFFICE 
OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR PERSONNEL; EDWIN M. 
GOWEN, OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGIS- 
TICS; AND MILTON A. PEARL, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS 


Mr. Kine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am Robert D. King, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army 
for Financial Management, and in addition I am responsible for 
real property management and military construction for the Depart- 
ment of the Army. The Secretary of the Army has asked me to 
represent him at these hearings and to assure you of the Army’s 
desire to cooperate fully with the committee in this important matter 
of control of public domain. 

In response to the committee’s interest, I have been asked to out- 
line the procedure now in effect and followed by the Department of 
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the Army in obtaining permits from the Department of the Interior 
for the short-term use of public domain. I am speaking now of 
permits, and not withdrawals, issued by the Department of the In 
terior to authorize the use of public domain usually for a period of 
5 years or less and revokable at will by the Secretary of the Interior. 

‘Our field commanders requiring the use by permit ‘of public domain 
lands make their requirements known to the Corps of Engineers. Tf 
the area is less than 500 acres-and valued at less than $25,000, the 
Corps of Engineers requests the field office of the Department of the 
Interior to issue the permit if the area involved is more than 500 acres 
or valued at more than $25,000, the engineers then prepare a real 
estate planning report and obtain the approval of the Secretary of the 
Army and Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Properties 
and Installations. 

After these approvals are obtained the Corps of Engineers requests 
the field office of the Bureau of Land Management to issue the permit. 
If the area requested is more than 50,000 acres the Bureau of Land 
Management must request the approval of the Secretary of the In- 
terior prior to the issuance of the permit. 

Gentlemen, you will see that this is the same procedure that is 
followed in the other departments and was related by Mr. Robinson 
the other day as followed by the Department of the Air Force. 

[I want this committee to know that the Department of the Army 
has no substantive objection to the enactment of this legislation. We 
in the Army join with this committee in agreeing with the spirit and 
intent of this legislation. 

With respect to water rights, it has been and always will be the 
policy of the Department of the Army to consider water rights as a 
relevant factor in considering establishment of a military post or 
reservation. Tt is essential that we consider the effects on both the 
local community as well as the State requirements. 

Regarding hunting and fishing—that provision of this bill—the 
Department of the Army, anticipating the wishes of this committee 
and in line with our general policy followed over the years, reissued 
on the 6th of November 1956 Army Regulation 210-221. The title 
of this regulation is “Development and Conservation of Wildlife on 
Military Reservations.” A copy of this regulation is being furnished 
to the committee. The policy set forth in this new regulation is in 
conformity in all respects with the provisions of section 4 of H. R. 
627, and, therefore, the Army has no objection to this beac as 
written. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to read just a short sentence from this 
regulation covering the hunting and fishing part of the bill. 

Hunting and fishing at each military reservation will be authorized and con- 
trolled by the installation commander, in accordance with locally published 
post and station regulations promulgated in accordance with applicable Federal, 
State, and local laws and Army regulations. 

So you can see, gentlemen, that this complies with the spirit of 
this legislation before us this morning. 

It is the hope of the Department of the Army that the many 
sportsmen of this Nation will fully understand the true situation, 
namely, that the Army’s policy is to comply fully with the penal 
provisions of State hunting and fishing laws, such as those pertaining 
to seasons, bag limits and sex of animals killed; to cooperate with all 
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State and local officials interested in hunting and fishing, wildlife and 
conservations; to quickly and vigorously prosecute all violators: and 
to engage in long range conservation and game management programs 
on all military reservations. 

Gentlemen, I have several handouts here which I would like each 
of you to have, which are fact sheets on some of our conservation efforts 
at. various posts throughout the country, and also a fact sheet on the 
civilian hunting provisions at Army installations. I would also like 
to make this a matter of record. 

Mr. Chairman, last week at the opening of this hearing Mr. Johnson 
appeared as a witness before this committee and testified on Camp 
McCoy. That is an Army post, and I would like to speak to some 
of the remarks that were made at the hearing on that day. 

We have talked recently to Col. James Me Dougal, the commanding 
oflicer—— 

The CHaimman. Just a minute, Mr. King. On these items pre- 
sented to the committee, you ask, as I understand it, they be made a 
part of the record ¢ 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Mr. Chairman, may I ask Mr. King a question’ Do 
you yourself testify as to the accuracy of these fact sheets ? 

Mr. Kina. Yes, sir. These are based on reports from the various 
field commanders, sir, 

Mr. Asprnaty. You understand the contents and you know them to 
be accurate / 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sir. 

The Cuaimrman. Without objection, the items referred to will be 
made a part of the record immediately following the testimony of 
Mr. King so as not to interrupt the continuity of his testimony. 

Without objection, that is the order of the committee. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman, Mr. King also asked that some other 
pamphlet he read from be made a part of the 1 record. 

Mr. Kine. The Army regulation. It is a 2-page regulation cover- 
ing our wildlife conservation and hunting ps fishing regulations 
of the Department of the Army. 

The CHairM AN, In view of the public interest in the matter, with- 
out objection, the additional item, the Army regulation, may also be 
made a part of the record in the same place. 

Now, Mr. King, do you desire to discuss the testimony which was 
presented with reference to Camp McCoy ? 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sir; I would like to add to the record based on infor- 
mation we have rec ently obtained from Col. James McDougal, com- 
manding officer at Camp McCoy. 

During this past deer season about 2,000 seasonal hunting licenses 
were issued to civilians. Previously we had been issuing only 100 to 

200 licenses for civilians to hunt on C amp McCoy Reservation. Now 
applications for permits to hunt on Camp McCoy are open to all 
civilians in the area 

During the inactive season, that is, not during the summer season 
when we have summer training there, the post complement consists 
of 12 military personnel, and during the deer season the Army supple- 
mented the post complement by milit: ary police furnished by Head- 
quarters of the Fifth Army in order to assist the local game wardens 
in patrolling the area and to ¢ arry out the provisions of the local 
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hunting and fishing regulations. The entire area was patrolled as 
best as possible on the road net. However, many areas were difficult 
to patrol and access was possible by poachers. 

Jolonel McDougal reports that actually it would require several 
hundred men to adequately patrol the entire reservation of some 
60,000 acres. 

Colonel McDougal also took up the matter of poaching on Camp 
McCoy Reservation with the United States attorney at Madison, Wis., 
the United States commissioner, and the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation. Military patrols and FBI agents apprehended 22 poachers 
during the last deer season on C amp McCoy, and they were turned 
over to the United States commissioner. "The cases are pending. 
Similar violators have recently been tried for sosdlling on the Cedar 
Grove refuge, a Federal area, 10 miles north of Camp McCoy, and in 
those instances $50 fines were imposed. 

It is believed that with these arrests and subsequent fines imposed, 
together with the increase in the number of authorized civilians hunt- 
ing on the reservation, that there will be a self-policing action, that is, 
the more hunters that there are there, we feel that the dropoff in 
poachers will later result and it will act as a deterrent and reduce 
the number of violators in the future. These poachers were not 
military personnel. 

I believe Mr. Saylor indicated that there might have been a possi- 
bility of military personnel violating hunting and fishing regulations 
at that post. We have investigated that matter, and that has not been 
substantiated. If Mr. Saylor has any specific instances, I will be 
glad to look into them for him. 

We have recently gone to the various Army commanders—as you 
know, the Army has six Army commands and the Military District 
of Washington in the continental United States—and queried these 
commands with respect to any difficulties they may have had on a loca! 
basis by States with respect to any violation of hunting and fishing 

regulations. We have replies from the Army comm: anders which we 
would be pleased to furnish to this committee if they so desire. We 
have indicated in these responses only several instances of difficulties, 
one which was taken care of with the publication of our regulation 
last November and no longer is a problem with respect to the ones 
they reported on. The other is a current negotiation between the 
Fourth Army commander and Fort Sam Houston and the Governor 
of New Mexico with respect to working out satisfactory arrange- 
ments for hunting and fishing in New Mexico. 

Mr. Chairman, if the committee desires we will be glad to furnish 
for the record or for the information of this committee those responses 
from our various Army commanders. 

The Crramman. Does that complete your testimony, Mr. King? 

Mr. Krne. No, sir; I have—I believe the committee does have this 
information, so that does complete my testimony, Mr. Chairman. 

(The fact sheets and Army regulation submitted by Mr. King 
follow :) 

Fepruary 4, 1957. 
Fact SHEET 
Subject: Civilian hunting on Army installations. 

1, The Department of the Army policy is to permit civilian personnel to hunt 

and fish on military installations to the maximum extent possible, consistent 


1 
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with requirements of safety, security, protection of Government property, and the 
efficient accomplishment of assigned missions. 

2. In view of the foregoing, although hunting permits are issued to members 
of the general public on many of our installations, it has been necessary to 
restrict the issuance of such permits to civilian employees who work for the 
Government or its instrumentalities on a number of our installations. 

3. The policy of the Department of the Army is to require valid State hunting 
licenses as a prerequisite to the issuance of hunting permits to civilians. 

4. Examples of the extent to which civilians have been permitted to hunt on 
Army installations during the past hunting season are indicated below: 

Camp Edward, Mass: Approximately 3,000 acres were opened for the exclusive 
use of the general public. This area was utilized by approximately 100 civilian 
hunters daily. 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md.: Because of security and safety factors and 
the many danger areas and hazards such as duds, ammunition storage dumps, 
firing and test areas, and the limited number of supervisory personnel available 
to insure compliance with safety and security precautions, no hunting 
permits were issued to the general public. However, 864 civilian employees 
were permitted to hunt deer, and 374 civilian members of the gun club and 
game club, and their authorized guests, were permitted to hunt waterfowl. 

A. P. Hill Military Reservation, Va.: 1,745 permits were issued to civilian 
personnel to hunt deer during the past season. Since the close of the deer 
season, 135 permits were issued to civilians to hunt smail game on the reservation. 

Camp Pickett, Va.: Through December 31, 1956, 3,668 hunting permits were 
issued. Of this number it is estimated that approximately 90 to 95 percent were 
issued to civilians. 

Ravenna Arsenal, Ohio.: Because of security and safety requirements and 
limited supervisory personnel to enforce them, permits were only issued to 
arsenal employees. A total of 484 permits were issued to civilians. 

Fort Campbell, Ky.: 1,304 hunting permits were issued to civilians. 

Fort Stewart, Ga.: Approximately 4,000 hunting permits were issued to 
civilians. 

Fort Hood, Tex.: Approximately 2,500 civilian personnel were permitted to 
hunt in the past year. 

Camp McCoy, Wis.: Approximately 2,000 civilians were given gun deer per- 
mits, approximately 50 civilians were given bow-and-arrow deer permits and 
37 small-game permits were issued to civilians, as well as 1,300 fishing and 7 
trapping permits. 

Fort Huachua, Ariz.: Of 346 hunting permits issued this year, 119 were to 
civilians. No qualified applicant has been denied a hunting permit as of January 
18, 1957. Because of security reasons, however, hunting permits are only issued 
to individuals employed by the United States Government or its agencies on the 
post. 

Camp Cooke, Calif.: Deer-hunting permits were issued to 250 civilian archers. 
Fort Ard, Calif. : 251 hunting permits were issued to civilians. 


Fact SHEET 


TYPICAL EXAMPLES OF CONSERVATION, RESTOCKING, AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMS CONDUCTED AT VARIOUS ARMY INSTALLATIONS DURING 1956 (PREPARED 
JANUARY 1957) 


Summary: Army regulations encourage military commanders to institute com- 
prehensive wildlife-conservation and game-management programs at all Army 
installations. These programs are designed to conserve and perpetuate these 
valuable natural resources, and are carried on in close cooperation with Fed- 
eral and State officials. Typical examples of wildlife-conseravtion and game- 
management programs in effect at various Army installations are indicated below. 
It is considered representative of the Army’s efforts in this field. 

1. Fort Devens, Mass. 


(a) 10,000 rainbow trout and 2,000 brook trout were secured from the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and stocked in lakes and streams on the reservation. 

(b) 2,041 pounds of hay and 1,400 pounds of scratch feed were distributed 
throughout the reservation for winter feed for deer and upland game. 


(c) 185 pounds of oats, barley, clover, and other feed crops were planted on 
the reservation. 
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2, Fort Know, hy. 

(a) A complete game farm is in operation for hatching and raising quail and 
pheasant. 

(b) 1,200 quail and 1,250 pheasant were released by the Armored Center Fish 
and Game Board. All quail and pheasant were raised at the Fort Knox farm. 

(c) Approximately 500 acres were planted in feed and cover crops. 

(d@) Approximately 11,000 bass, bluegill, and other species of fish were secured 
from State fish hatcheries and stocked in streams and lakes on the reservation, 
plus 200 brook trout for experimental purposes. 

(e) 45,000 pines were planted in selected plots in a 2,500-acre tract. 

(f) Personnel of the Armored Center Fish and Game Board in cooperation with 
State officials are undertaking a continuing survey of the age of deer killed and 
a study of the browse habits of deer. 

(g) It should be noted that the current year is the second vear of a 10-year 
program of conservation and game management in effect at Fort Knox. 


> 


3. Camp Breckenridge, Ky. 
Approximately 500 acres were planted in feed and cover crops, 


I 


}. Ravenna Arsenal, Ohio 

(a) Planted 485,000 trees in the past 5 years. 

(b) Established a deer check station for the State conservation department 
and checked 581 deer during the past 2 years. 

(ec) Stocked ponds on the reservation with quantities of fish, and raised and 
released a number of wild turkeys. 
5. Fort Meade, Md. 

(a) In cooperation with State game officials, lakes were drained to destroy 
trash fish, to take fish data, and to establish a proper balance. 

(b) Secured bass, bluegill, and crappy fingerlings from State hatcheries to 
restock lakes on the post. 

(c) Planted considerable acreage in food and cover crops to increase the rabbit 
and quail population. 

(d@) Instituted an active trapping program to reduce the number of predators, 
such as fox and wild dogs, on the reservation. 
6. A. P. Hill Military Reservation, Va. 

Planted 303 acres of rye, clover, and other grasses for winter feeding of game. 
7. Camp Pickett, Va. 

In cooperation with State fish and game authorities, planted 200 one-quarter 
acre plots of feeding areas throughout the reservation. 
8. Fort Rucker, Ala. 

In cooperation with State fish and game authorities, an S0-acre lake is being 
drained to kill the rough fish prior to restocking. 
9. Third Army Area (general) 

Within the Third Army Area, headquartered at Atlanta, Ga., approximately 
2,259 acres were planted in food and cover crops on 7 Army installations. 
1). Fort Bliss, Tex. 

(a) Approximately 25 new sources of water have been developed for wildlife 

(b) The Fort Bliss Wildlife Association placed about 1,800 pounds of salt for 
deer on the ranges. 

(ec) Cover and feed crops planted near all tanks and other known water 
sources, 
11. Fort Sam Houston, Ter. 

Approximately 210 acres seeded with oats and various other types of feet 
crops. 
12. Fort Sill, Okla. 

(a) Annually there is restocked approximately 4,000 quail, 2,500 pheasants, 
and 500 partridges on the reservation. 

(b) In addition, post personnel assisted restocking of State lands with ap- 
proximately 185 to 200 deer annually. 

(c) Periodically, State authorities are requested to trap between 100 and 200 
raccoons on the reservation for restocking purposes elsewhere. 
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(d) Plans completed to introduce approximately 3,000 Coturnix quail. 
(e) Annually about 125,000 shrubs and trees of various types are planted 
to provide cover for game. 

13. Fort Chaffee, Ark. 

(a) Plowed and planted 87 strips ranging from one-third of an acre to 3 acres 
in feed and cover crops, scattered throughout the reservation. 

(b) Made 96 similar plantings of 3 to 5-acre plots in impact areas, without 
plowing, to provide food for game. 

(c) Cleaned out and restored numerous natural springs. 

(d@) Built 10 new ponds to provide sources of water for game. 

(e) Treated two lakes on the reservation for undesirable weed growth and 
fertilized these lakes regularly in accordance with instructions received from 
State and Federal fish and game authorities. 

14. Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Colo. 

(a) Stocked about 3,000 fingerlings of bass, sunfish, and catfish in an artificial 
lake constructed in 1956. 

(b) Stocked reservation with 400 quail. 

(c) Planted 75 acres of feed crops and 3714 acres of cover crops. 

(d) Provided almost 20,000 pounds of grain as feed for game. 

(e) During 1956, less acreage was planted in cover crops due to lack of 
moisture. Normally at least 640 acres are planted each year. 


15. Camp San Luis Obispo, Calif. 
Stocked 15,000 fish in Charo Reservoir. 
16. Camp Cooke, Calif. 


Stocked approximately 1,800 pan fish and fingerling bass in a recently con- 
structed artificial lake on the installation. 


17. Hunter Liggett Military Reservation 
Seeded approximately 40 acres of land in feed crops for quail and rabbits. 
18. Fort Douglas, Utah 


Restocked the reservoir on the post four times during the year under super- 
vision of United States Fish and Wildlife officials. 
19. Alaska 

(a) Assisted Alaskan game officials by furnishing trained conservation agents 
on full-time temporary duty status to augment the Fish and Wildlife Service dur- 
ing the hunting and fishing seasons. 

(b) Assisted the Alaska Fish and Wildlife Services by taking of creel census 
in areas requested by Federal and Territorial game officials for restocking 
studies. 

(c) Assisted Federal and Territorial game officials in restocking of lakes and 
streams. 

(@) Sent 25 students to the University of Alaska to take the annual course 
on wildlife management for military personnel which has been established by 
the cooperative wildlife research unit at that University. Those individuals aug- 
ment existing groups of trained military conservation agents and assists Federal 
and Territorial game officials in policing and enforcing game laws on military 
reservations and elsewhere as requested by Federal and Territorial game officials. 
This is an annual procedure. 
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1. General.—The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (40 Stat. 755; 16 U. S. C. 703- 
711) as amended, will be operative on all military reservations, and the Alaska 
Game Law (43 Stat. 739; 48 U. S. C. 191-213) will be applicable on military 
reservations in Alaska. Section 13, title 18, U. S. C., provides that any persons 
within or upon any of the places now existing or hereafter reserved or acquired 
as defined in paragraph 2, guilty of any act or omission which would be punish- 
able if committed or omitted within the jurisdiction of the State, Territory, pos- 
session, or District in which such place is situated by the laws thereof in force 
at the time of such act or omission, will be guilty of a like offense and subject 
to a like punishment. 

2. Definition of special maritime and territorial jurisdiction of United States.— 
The term “special maritime and territorial jurisdiction of the United States,” is 
defined as any lands reserved or acquired for the use of the United States, under 
the exclusive or concurrent jurisdiction thereof, or any place purchased or 
otherwise acquired by the United States by consent of the legislature of the 
State in which the same is located for the erection of a fort, magazine, arsenal, 
dockyard, or other needful building. 

3. Policy.—Hunting and fishing at each military reservation be authorized 
and controlled by the installation commander, in accordance with locally pub- 
lished post and station regulations promulgated in accordance with applicable 
Federal, State, and local laws and Army Regulations. Restrictions on the use 
of areas under military jurisdiction by civilian sportsmen will be kept to the 
minimum deemed necessary by the local commander to insure safety, security, 
protection of Government property, and efficient accomplishment of his missions. 

4. Applicability of laws.—a. On military reservations over which exclusive 
Federal jurisdiction exists, the penal laws of a State relative to fish and game, 
concerning bag limits, Season, and other such conservation measures are operative 
as Federal laws and are enforceable by Federal officials. State officials are 
without authority in such areas. 

b. On military reservations over which concurrent jurisdiction has been ob- 
tained, the penal laws of a State relative to fish and game are operative as 
Federal laws and are enforeeble by Federal officials. In addition, the State laws 
are also operative as State laws and are enforceable by State officials. On 
these reservations, the Federal and State Governments occupy an equal status 
with regard to jurisdiction and the one first apprehending a violator may 
prosecute and punish. 

ce. On military reservations over which no Federal jurisdiction has been 
obtained, the State laws are operative as State laws and are enforceable by 
State officials. 

d. Military personnel who hunt or fish in areas outside military reservations 
are susceptible to all hunting and fishing laws of the civil jurisdiction, including 
the payment of license fees are required. 

5. Military reservations made part of forest reserve.—On those military res- 
ervations which have been designated as a part of the forest reserve under the 
eontrol of the Department of Agriculture, the following acts are prohibited 
except when authorized by the Secretary of Agriculture: 

a. Hunting, trapping, catching, disturbing, or killing any kind of game animal, 
or game or nongame bird, or taking the nests or eggs of any such bird. 

b. Taking or disturbing any kind of fish or the eggs thereof. 

ce. Permitting dogs to run at large, or having in possession dogs not in leash. 

6. Duties of commanding officers —a. The commanding officer will permit 
hunting and fishing in accordance with the provisions of State and Federal law 
and will provide all individuals to whom permits are issued with the provisions 
thereof, particularly with respect to sex of game taken, bag limits, duration 
of season, weapons authorized, and other related matters as they pertain to his 
installation. 

b. Commanders of military installations are encouraged to invite local and, 
if necessary, State and Federal conservation and game management Officials to 
participate in the planning of the hunting, fishing, trapping, game management, 
and conservation programs instituted on such reservations, including methods of 
enforcing pertinent game laws. Commanders are encouraged to seek cooperative 
agreements with civilian sportsmen’s groups for the conservation of wildlife and 
the promotion of healthful recreation. 
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c. When safety and security permit, commanders will allow State and Federal 
game wardens and other properly identified State and management conservation 
officials access to the installation for the purposes of taking game counts, observ- 
ing enforcement of State and Federal game laws, and other related purposes. 

d, On installations where there are insufficient military or civilian personnel 
to adequately enforce game laws, commanders will bring such facts to the atten- 
tion of appropriate State or Federal officials and request assistance in their 
enforcement. 

e. All permits to hunt any kind of game animal, game or nongame bird, or to 
fish on a military reservation or the waters thereof will be issued by the com- 
manding officer. Commanders will provide that such permits are issued to 
military personnel and civilians only if they are in possession of a valid state 
or county hunting or fishing license, as applicable, except as indicated in f below, 

f. Upon securing Department of the Army approval as required by g below, 
commanders are authorized to permit military personnel to hunt or fish on 
reservalions over which the Federal Government exercises exclusive jurisdiction, 
without purchasing State or county licenses, under the following conditions: 

(1) If the State does not authorize military personnel on duty at a mili- 
tary installation within the State, or residing within the State, to purchase a 
State or county license at a cost and at terms no less favorable than those 
applicable to other residents of the State. 

(2) If the State does not authorize the issuance of a resident license to 
military personnel who are on military duty, or residing within the State for 
a period of not less than 30 days, in those States where a minimum period of 
residence is a prerequisite to issuance of a resident license. 

g. In those instances where State laws do not grant the necessary equality of 
treatment or waiver of residency requirements as specified in f above, com- 
manders of installations over which the Federal Government exercises exclusive 
jurisdiction will submit application to the Department of the Army, through 
appropriate channels, for authority to issue permits to military personnel to hunt 
or fish on such Federal areas without the necessity of securing an appropriate 
State or County license. Such applications will include a complete statement of 
all efforts made to resolve the matter at local levels. 

h. Commanders are encouraged to program hunting and fishing on the installa- 
tion so that military personnel may obtain maximum recreation from these sports 
during the hunting and fishing season consistent with military requirements, 
safety, security, and game conservation. 

(AG 680.3 (26 Oct 56) PMGT) 

By Order of Wilber M. Brucker, Secretary of the Army: 


MAXWELL D. TAYLOR, 
General, United States Army, 
Chicf of Staff. 

Official : 

JoHN A. KLEIN, 

Major General, United States Army, 
The Adjutant General. 

Distribution: 

Active Army: C. 

To be distributed on a need-to-know basis to all installations, activities 
located off and installation, and to all units and headquarters down to and 
including divisions, and units and headquarters of comparable size. 

NG: State AG (3). 
USAR: None. 

Dr. Mitter. Mr. Chairman. Mr. King, you did say the violations 
that had been noted were not by military personnel, the poaching and 
so forth ? 

Mr. Kine. The report from Colonel McDougal indicated that the 
poachers that were apprehended were 22 civilians, not military per- 
sonnel, sir. 

Dr. Mitier. May I ask another question ? 

The Cuarrman, Yes. 
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Dr. Mutter. From a reading of your testimony and some things 
you have indicated, I am impressed and think it clears the atmosphere 
a good deal. 

You know there is another side of this problem that becomes trouble- 
some. I am thinking of the Sioux ordnance plant at Sidney, Nebr., 
where there is a haven for jackrabbits. That is a storage place for 
ammunition and hunting is pretty well prohibited. Those jackrabbits 
stream out of there at night to the surrounding wheatfields, destroy- 
ing hundreds of acres of wheat around the place. Civilians have been 
going out along the fences—it is all fenced in—and shooting them. I 
believe they get 40 cents a pelt, which makes it profitable to go out 
and shoot them. But they are having a good deal of trouble with 
military personnel in letting them go even along the fence to shoot 
the jackrabbits. 

I suppose there is a way of trapping them or something, but I am 
amazed at the way we have protected them. There is no hunting per- 
mitted in the area, and the pheasants are in there just thick, and the 
jackrabbits find a protective place for themselves and find the sur- 
rounding wheatfields at night an ideal place to fill their stomachs. 
That is another problem. 

If you have any answer as to how to get rid of the jackrabbits, out- 
side of poisoning them or something, it might be helpful. It is one 
place where no hunting has raised another menace to the surrounding 
territory. 

The Cuamman. A privileged sanctuary for jackrabbits. 

Mr. Kine. Yes, those large igloo areas for ammunition storage, 
being fenced in like that in hundreds of acres, do provide quite a haven 
for small game. 

Mr. Miller, we will be glad to look into that and see if we could not 
cooperate with the local people and eliminate that menace. 

The Cuarrman. You might have a jackrabbit drive once or twice a 
year and get rid of them. 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. They do that in some of the areas I know. 

Mr. King, I was attracted to the statement made by Mr. Rooney, the 
Assistant Director of Real Property Management, Office of the Assist- 
ant Secretary of Defense, in his statement on page 10, where he said: 





The Department of Defense believes that many properties of high value which 
are currently serving essential defense purposes can be disposed of and less 
costly replacement properties acquired. This is predicated on the knowledge 
that many military installations, originally sited in suburban areas, are now 
partially or completely surrounded by urban development. The dollar value 
of these Government holdings has multiplied; but simultaneously, the potential 
use by the military department concerned has been lessened and necessary expan- 
sion almost completely prohibited. Acquisition of substitute property would 
permit: (1) More advantageous siting on low-cost lands, (2) substantial benefits 
to both civil and military interests, and (3) reasonable assurance of room for 
expansion in event of mobilization. Disposal of the property currently held 
would be effected only if concurrent arrangements are made for acquisition and 
disposal. 


Do you agree with that statement ? 

Mr. Krne. I think there are many problems that we face, Mr. 
Chairman, with respect to considering that proposal, and that is, as 
you well know, we in the Army are having to acquire rather high- 
value sites for our Nike installations around the greater metropoli- 
tan areas of this country. 
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We have in many cities warehouses which, I might say, are now on 
high-cost land, but when they were built they may not have been. 
Expansion in many of the metropolitan areas has encompassed them. 

We always have to consider the high investment that the Govern- 
ment has at that installation and whether or not the replacement of 
that investment can be offset by, say, some savings in the return of the 
land to the tax rolls of the community as well as to the Federal tax- 
payer. But we are always faced with a dollar problem of moving. 

The Cuarrman. I have in mind the situation like the Presidio in 
San Francisco. It sits there as a major portion of that peninsula on 
which the city of San Francisco is eakek 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You are familiar, I take it, with that? 

Mr. Kine. Very familiar with the Presidio. 

The CuatrmMan. That area is something lke Manhattan—it has 
to go straight up, it cannot go out. The Presidio has become tre- 
mendously valuable property. 

Mr. Kine. Yes. 

The Carman. I am very well acquainted with the Presidio and 
the buildings on it. I was out there when I was in high school going 
to the civilian militarv training camp, and my observation has been 
that the buildings have not changed at all, and that was over 30 
years ago. So those buildings are pretty old and have been fairly 
well used up. 

As I read Mr. Rooney’s statement, it occurred to me that the Presi- 
dio in San Francisco would be a place where the Army could sell 
the land and the improvements for more than enough money to move 
some place else. 

Mr. Kina. I have in mind a recent estimate that we had of the 
value of the facilities at the Presidio. As I remember, it was some- 
what in excess of $50 million, which is quite a sizable replacement 
item. 

The CuHarrMan. You do not know what the original cost was? 

Mr. Kine. No, sir. Of course, as you know, Mr. Chairman, it has 
been built over many, many years. As a matter of fact, some of the 
buildings are quite old, as vou referred to, but the replacement cost, 
that is, if we had to move somewhere else and replace like facilities, 
the cost would be considerably higher, as you well know, than the 
original cost. 

The CuatrMan. I have no doubt of that. 

Mr. Kine. So I believe my cited figure of $50 million, based on 
replacement value, is about right, that is, it would cost us somewhat 
in that neighborhood to replace all of those facilities. 

The CuHatrman. Did you ever get a figure on what the area and 
improvements could be disposed of for? 

Mr. Kine. No, sir; we have never had it appraised from that stand- 
point. 

The CnatrMan. Referring to Mr. Rooney’s statement, I cannot 
think of a better place to examine the economics of implementing that 
statement than the Presidio in San Francisco, which preempts prop- 
erty of tremendous value for residential or a acatritl purposes on a 
small peninsula which is already very badly overcrowded, 

I would hope that in cases where that could be done that it will be 
done. What I mean by that is that the Department of Defense get 
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out whole on the proposition. I would not suggest they lose a lot 
of money by giving up an area which they now have, but in some in- 
stances real proper rty 1 values have gone so high, and the ¢ sapability of 
expansion, as Mr. Rooney points out, simply does not exist. There is 
not any way toexpand. There is built-up housing right around up to 
the very edge and up to the borders of the Presidio in San Francisco. 

Are there further questions? 

Mr. Asprnatut. Mr. Chairman. Did I understand, Mr. King, that 
you stated on these Army reservations the Army complies with all the 
Federal, State, and local law S, ordnances, and regulations, and issued 
their regulation accordingly? Is that correct? 

Mr. Kine. The intent of the regulation, sir, is to comply with the 
State regulations. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Is there any difference that may arise between what 
you refer to as Federal regulations and State laws ? 

Mr. Krna. Yes: there are differences. 

Mr. Asprnatt. When there, which holds precedence as far as the 
Army is concerned ? 

Mr. Kina. The State laws, sir. It is worked out by the installation 
commander with the local State official. 

Mr. Asprnaty. That is all. 

Dr. Miter. I have one other question if I may. 

You have an active group which is constantly reviewing and keeping 
an inventory of real estate property in particular? 

Mr. Kine. Yes. 

Dr. Mitter. Do they review that constantly as to excess needs and 
so forth? 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sir. We havea Program Advisory Committee that 
is made up of the deputy chiefs of staff, four lieutenant generals. It 
is a permanent group that meets periodically. It is not an ad hoc 
group, it is a permanent group to review land requirements all the 
time. So that we do not do it all at one time; we do it continuously. 
Month after month after month every requirement is reviewed by 
these general officers. 

Dr. Mire. Is there provision for reporting to the Congress then 
at any time or to a congressional group on the findings of ‘that com- 
mittee on inventories and so forth? 

Mr. Kine. No, sir. The proceedings of the Program Advisory 
Committee are not public information. They are classified hearings 
by this group. However, if at any time the summary of activity that 

may have taken place was desired, it could be made available, sir. 

Dr. Miter. I think that any committee, such as this committee, de- 
siring to go into the question of military holdings, unless they have 
some accurate report that is available to them, is not put in a position 
to understand the problem very well. 

Mr. Krna. I have a summary of disposals of public land by the 
Department of the Army during the fiscal year 1956 which you may 
be interested in. 

Dr. Miuurr. I know. I have seen the disposal program. But I am 
wondering about the inventory and so forth. We are attempting now 
to circumscribe your getting new sites without some additional ap- 
proval either by this ‘committee or the Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. Kina. Yes, sir. 
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Dr. Minier. It seems to me there ought to be some place to get a 
report on what you have. 

Mr. Kine. I am sure in the Department of Defense, Mr. Bryant’s 
office, we have a total inventory report of our holdings submitted to 
them periodically, and I am sure that overall picture could be obtained, 
sir. 

Dr. Minter. You said much of it was classified information. 

Mr. Kine. I did not mean that the report of land holdings was 
necessarily classified. I meant that the proceedings of the Program 
Advisory Committee in their determinations and deliberations was 
generally a classified activity. But certainly we would not classify 
our inventory of property holdings, sir. 

Dr. Mutter. That is all. 

The CHatrmMan. Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Dawson. No questions. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Pillion. 

Mr. Prtxion. No questions. 

The CHatrman. Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. I just have one question or two. 

On the fact sheet here I note that at Fort Huachuca, Ariz., 346 
hunting permits were issued and 119 of those were civilians, who, 
[ presume, were civilian employees of the base. 

There has been a sort of running battle between the command at 
Fort Huachuca and the Arizona i ish and Game Department about 
several things— 

Do you know whether or not the people who were allowed to harvest 
the deer on Fort Huachuca also had Arizona licenses to hunt deer? 

Mr. King. Major Yates will answer that. 

Major Yares. Since this regulation went into effect in November 
they would be violating an oe regulation by not having a license 
in every instance when they hunt on an Army reservation. 

Mr. Ruopes. A license from the State? 

Major Yates. Yes. 

Dr. Minirr. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. Ruoprs. Yes. 

Dr. Mitrer. When was the regulation put into effect that they must 
comply with State game laws? 

Major Yates. November, sir. 

Dr. Miiuer. Last ee ti 

Mi: yor Y ATEs. Yes, sir. 

Dr. Minter. It was are thought of before that ? 

Major Yares. In October the Department of Defense stated its 
position. This isa followup of that, sir, and it scates- 

Dr. Mitier. And the violations had occurred before October or 
November; is that right? 

Mr. Ruopes. That is correct. 

Dr. Mituer. The fact there were violations brought on some reeu- 
lations. 

Mr. Ruoprs. There has also been a great amount of disagreement 
between the Arizona Fish and Game Commission and the command 
as to how many deer shall be harvested. Do you know whether or 
not the number of hunting permits issued was a result of a survey 
by the Fish and Game Commission of Arizona? Or was it a survey 
or arbitrary figure set by the command # 

88986—57——11 
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Major Yares. The answer to that is, sir, that we questioned the 
Army commander 2 weeks ago in preparation for these hearings. 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes. 

Major Yates. All we know is that is his answer. I do not know how 
he got it. I assume he went to the installation and asked the installa- 
tion commander. 

Mr. Ruopes. Of course, I was thinking of the installation com- 
mander. I wondered how this figure was set. Would it be possible 
for you to find out? 

Major Yarrs. You mean how many civilians were hunting? 

Mr. Ruopes. The total number of permits. Presumably everybody 
who gets a permit might get a deer. So presumably you could have 
346 deer harvested. The question is whether or not this was the 
proper number to harvest from that particular herd or whether it was 
too many, or perhaps too few. 

Mr. Kine. Mr. Rhodes, we will find that answer to that question 
and advise you as to the comparison between the Fish and Wildlife 
estimate on harvest versus what actually was done. 

(Norr.—Mr. King subsequently furnished the following informa- 
tion :) 

With respect to the number of deer permits which are issued at Huachuca in 
proportion to the number of deer on the reservation the following information is 
submitted : 

The Arizona game commission recommended last fall that we shoot between 
300 and 500 deer. During this hunt season no one was permitted to hunt who 
could not qualify for a 1-year residence license except that such persons not so 
qualified were required to purchase the $50 non-Arizona residence license. Hunt- 
ing was opened to the qualified military personnel and to 1,800 civilians. 217 
deer were harvested. The Arizona game commission extended the season for 
2 weeks, but no more deer could be killed. 

Mr. Ruopes. I might say I know there are certain activities on that 
base which are highly restricted, to say the least. 

Mr. Krnea. Yes. 

Mr. Ruopes. And that the Fish and Game Commission has no de- 
sire to put itself in the position of trying to go into a situation which 
contains secret-confidential material. However, they would like to 
be allowed to have something to say with the game that is harvested 
there and how much is harvested; and, of course, they definitely want 
to be in a position to license people who hunt on the reservation. 

Mr. Kine. I think we would apprec iate very much the advice and 
counsel from the various State fish and wildlife personnel in order 
to assist us in our Own conservation programs on our own reservations. 
I am sure we would appreciate that assistance, and it should be utili- 
lized, in my opinion. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. No questions. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Rutherford. 

Mr. Rutuerrorp. No questions. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Utiman. No questions. 

The Cuarman. Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. Tuomson. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Counsel has a question. 
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Mr. Anporr. Mr. King, in several places on this fact sheet reference 
is made to the fact or the assertion that because of the limited number 
of supervisory personnel—and frequently tied in with security regu- 
lations—licenses were issued only to Army civilian employees or to 
military personnel. 

In how many instances because of a deficiency in limited supervisory 
personnel, if any, has the Army attempted to have deputized State of- 
ficials who could remedy that deficiency ? 

Mr. King. Mr. Abbott, I do not know in how many instances that 
has been attempted. 

I would feel, though, that we should, in order to resolve the difficul- 
ty that we have in having proper supervision, utilize that proviso more 
extensively, that we should deputize, particularly on reservations 
where we have exclusive jurisdiction, deputize State officials as Federal 
deputies so that they can assist us. I agree very heartily that should 
be done more often. I do not know specific ally how many instances 
there are. 

Mr. Assorr. It is referred to in several points in this fact sheet. 

Mr. Kine. Yes. 

Mr. Assorr. Can you or one of the people with you answer this 
question? As of June 30, 1956, on the State distribution of real prop- 
erty controlled by the Department of the Army, information submitted 
to this committee, it controlled 8,763,733 acres, of which around 3,900,- 
000 were owned. Now this question: Can you state on how many of 
those acres the Army would feel that because of security require- 
ments there should be no hunting or fishing by the public at large? 

Mr. Kine. Mr. Abbott, I could not give you a specific answer to 
that. We could make a review of this and report on it on a by-post 
basis. We have, as you know, in this report a State list, and then we 
have also provided this committee with a station list by States; and it 
is possible that we could supply the committee with information that 
would indicate on a by-post basis what security problems we would 
have where there must of necessity be some restriction. 

Mr. Asporr. Of course, the decision as to security requirements is a 
military decision, is it not 4 

Mr. Kinc. I would certainly think so. 

Mr. Anporr. Even in those instances where the nulitary may find 
that security requirements should prohibit hunting or fishing by the 
public at large, do your regulations require, or in actual practice does 
the Army, notwithstanding security requirements, work out with the 

responsible State game and conservation officials the seasons, the take, 
and all of those regulations that go into the orderly management and 
harvesting of fish and game ¢ 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sir; we do. A very specific incident that comes to 
my mind is at Fort Sill where the large artillery impact area is denied 
at certain times access by hunters and so forth, but we have a very 
vigorous conservation program on the impact area where there are 
duds and so forth. The last report I read on it was that the game pop- 
ulation was growing and it was being worked out with the local of- 
ficials. 

Mr. Ansorr. You appreciate, Mr. King, that if a substantial por- 
tion of the 14 to 16 million acres of public domain held by the mili- 
tary, including some of.the rather substantial bombing and gunnery 
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ranges or missile testing r: unges, are to be closed to hunting and fishing 

by the public at large in the main, then the legislation before the com- 
mittee may in very I: arge measure be me: aningless unless the State game 
and conservation officials are brought into the picture on two points: 
First, on deputizing individuals if there is an assertion that there is 
deficiency in enforcement personnel ; and, secondly, of course, in fix- 
ing specifically the season and take limits. 

[ believe, Mr. Chairman, to follow the Army there are a number 
of witnesses on a general discussion of the spec ific fishing and hunting 
provision, and that that question might be brought up at that. time. 

I would like to ask Mr. King another question if Im: Ly. 


In the statement by the Department of Defense by Mr. Rooney last 
week is this sentence: 


Training camps presently held by the Department of the Army 


comprise 
3,842,271 acres of land and cost originally $1.8 billion. 


Can you state, Mr. King, whether that $1.8 billion is the land acquisi- 
tion alone or is that Jand and built-in improvements ? 

Mr. Kine. I would assume it was only the land cost. I would have 
to check. 

Mr. Assorr. Mr. Whittet, I believe, from the Department of 
Defens se. 


Mr. Roperr Wurirrer (Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense for 


Properties and Installations). That figure includes an acquisition 
costs of = land and all of the improvements constructed thereon. 

Mr. Ansorr. Elsewhere in the statement presented by the Depart 
ment of Defense is this information: that of 2,153 reports to be re- 


ceived from military departments under the Defense Department 
directive of August 1955, some 1,473 had been received, with a re 
mainder of, I believe, 680. Could you state, Mr. King, or someone 
with you, how many of those 2,153 reports would come from Army, 
how many have been submitted, and how many evaluated by the 
Department of Defense ? 

Rue GoweEN. I believe all but 43 of those reports have been reviewed 

y the Army. 

ae Ansorr. How many reports was the Army to submit ? 

Mr. Gowen. I do not believe I have that figure right at hand. 

Mr. Ansorr. Could you supply that for the record 7 

Mr. Kine. Yes, we can supply that for the record, Mr. Abbott. 


(Norr.—Mr. King subsequently furnished the following informa- 
tion :) 


The Department of the Army was requested to submit 470 reports, all but 42 
of these reports have been submitted. 

Mr. Apsorr. In addition—and this is my last question—as a result 
of the reports submitted to date by the 3 military de partments, 1,056,- 
O83 ac res of land, together with improvements costing $345 million- 
plus, have been found excess to the requirements of the military de- 
partment having custody and control. Can you state how many acres 
and what value of improvements represent Army findings of excess 
property ¢ 

Mr. Gowen. During fiscal year 1956, Mr. Abbott, we had disposed 
of 17,180 acres. Now about the improvements and the breakdown, 
we will have to supply that for the record. 
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Mr. Asvorr. Would you supply that? And my question goes to 
the percentage not in 1956, but rather what percentage is reflected as 
a result of the control procedure set up. 

Mr. Gowen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kine. Based on this recent inventory you want a comparison 
of the Army’s picture in that inventory ¢ ? 

The Dey artment of the Army portion of the De ‘partment of Defense 
excess no navies property was 66,818 acres. The land and im- 
provements were valued at $23,176,170. If screening action with the 
Department of the Navy and Department of the Air Force reveals 
that there are no Department of Defense requirements for such prop- 
erties, they are re ported to the Armed Services Committees of the 
Congress for prior ap P yroval of the disposal action, if the property is 
Vv: valued in excess of $25,000, purusnat to the prov sions of section 601. 


ublic > Law 155, 82d Congress, as amended. If the Armed Services 
( omn tees approve the: propos ed dispo sal actions, or if such ap- 
} rovals are not re {uu ired, the properties are reported to the General 
Services Administration for further Federal atilizati 1 or disposal, 


pursuant to the evnaene of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949 (Public Law 152, Sist Cong., 63 Stat. 377, 
1i¢ dled) 

Mr. Asrorr. The ad is requesting something in the neighbor- 
hood of 470,000 acres in New Mexico. Is that correct, Mr. King? 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sit 

Mr. Apr ITT. 5 ou do have an appli ition pending for that? 

‘Mr. Kina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprorr. Is it your understanding that until the Department of 
Defense has re ceived all military department reports on utilization of 
present holdings that they will not press for final approval of pending 
applications for any of the milit iry departments? 

“Mr. Krxe. This was already approved by the Department of De- 
fense some 2 vears ago; so I do not understand quite what you mean, 
Mr. Abbott. 

Mr. Anrorr. If I may, Mr. King, the committee report of e 1e last 
Congress observed that the Department of Defense had : yproved 
applications for 8 million acres then pending. 

Mr. Kina. Yes. 

Mr. Anrorr. The committee took the position that in light of the 
fact that there had never been in the Department of Defense a control 
procedure requiring periodic utilization reports, it was difficult for the 
committee to determine how the Defense Department had justified 
additional withdrawals. And the fact that the General Officers 
Board found, in effect, something in the neighborhood of 5.5 million 
acres of Air Force land currently held were excess to their current or 
long-range needs would suggest that comparable figures for the De- 
partment of the Army and perhaps the Department of the Navy might 
result in cancellation or complete dropping of the applications that 
are included in those 8 million acres. 

Mr. Kina. 1 would hope you are are not implying that we have that 
amount of land inthe Army. As I indicated to Mr. Miller earlier, we 
have this permanent committee that reviews these requirements on a 
permanent continuing basis; so that we are not all of a sudden, TI do not 
think, going to turn up sizable acreages of excess. 
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When we make an application for either the acquisition of privately 
owned land or the request for transfer of public domain, our normal 
procedures within the Army have considered all available land in the 
hands of the Army before we ask for any more. We have been doing 
this for years, even before the Department of Defense was established, 
Mr. Abbott. So that we feel that when we have put in our request we 
have evaluated it in a true sense of considering all other facts and all 
present holdings. 

Mr. Assorr. Then the Department cf Defense is not requesting of 
the Army any more detailed information than they have been getting 
over the years? 

Mr. Kine. Oh, yes; they are now. 

Mr. Asporr. But can you state, speaking for the Army, what. you 
understand the role of the Department of Defense is to be under the 
directive issued in August of 1955? 

Mr. Kine. Yes, certainly. I have been with the Army 15 years, 
Mr. Abbott, and I know very clearly what the role of the Department 
of Defense is. And we are attempting in every way to me and 
assist Mr. Bryant’s office in evaluating our requests. We are attempt- 
ing in every way to reduce our requirements for additional lands in 
every way, both privately owned land as well as public domain. 

Mr. Axsnorr. Earlier I believe, Mr. King, you suggested that, be- 

cause the Department of Defense had 2 years ago approved the appli- 
cation for, among others, these New Mexico lands—I gathered that 
you thought that was a final decision by the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Kine. No, sir; I meant to imply that our requirement still exists. 

Mr. Assorr. And that isa firm requirement ? 

Mr. Kina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asporr. In that particular instance the Armed Services Com- 
mittee of the House, or perhaps both the House and Senate, have gone 
into some detail, have they not, into the requirements / 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sir; they have reviewed it and the existence of the 
present range there and so forth has been previously approved by 
congressional committees. 

Mr. Axrorr. Is it correctly understood that the range expansion that 
is being requested is to permit increased training activity from Camp 
Hood, that the lands actually sought would be to support the training 
requirements of Camp Hood ? ? 

Mr. Kine. It isan extension of the present McGregor range. 

Mr. Rurnuerrorp. That is Fort Bliss. Let’s get it right. 

Mr. Kine. It is Fort Bliss. That is what confused me for a mo- 
ment, Mr. Abbott. It is Fort Bliss. 

Mr. Axssorr. To your knowledge, on the existing lands in New 
Mexico, have any Army personnel from Fort Bliss hunted in New 
Mexico? 

Mr. Kine. Major Yates, do you have any information on that? 

Major Yares. There is no hunting by military or civilian personnel 
on the reservation in New Mexico. 

Mr. Asporr. How long has that been in effect ¢ 

Major Yarrs, That has been in effect there since this last contro- 
versy, since last hunting season, as far as I know. It has been in effect 
all last hunting season, 





MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 161 


Mr. Assorr. Are you presently attempting to work out agreements 
with the State of New Mexico so you could have hunting and fishing, 
or hunting at least, on the reserv: ation ? 

Major Yares. Yes, sir; that is being worked out at the local level. 
Right now we cannot hunt—amilit: ary or civilians. 

Mr. Asporr. I believe that is all. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Are there any additional questions ? 

Mr. THomson. Mr. Chairman—Mr. King, in answer to a question 
you mentioned exclusive jurisdiction over some of these areas. Do you 
consider that you have some instance of ownership in this fish and wild- 
life? Or do you concede that your jurisdiction goes only to limiting 
the people’s entry, whether civilian or military ? 

Mr. Krxeg. That is right. We have exclusive jurisdiction over cer- 
tain Army posts, that is, the States do not have to patrol the roads or 
maintain them; it is strictly Federal property. 

Mr. THomson. But you do not claim any instance of ownership in 
the game? 

Mr. Kina. No. 

Mr. THomson. So any taking of game has to be under State law, 
subject to your letting them come in. Isthat your philosophy of it ? 

Mr. Kine. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Burns. 

Mr. Burns. Does this program of cooperation extend to the Ha- 
waiian Command? 

Mr. Krne. Yes, sir; this is a worldwide regulation, sir. 

Mr. Burns. I notice they mentioned continental United States and 
Alaska. I wondered if it extended out to Hawaii. 

Mr. Kine. I am quite sure, it being an Army regulation, it applies 
worldwide. 

Major Yates. Yes, it would apply to Hawaii as well, sir. 

Mr. Burns. You have recently taken over Pohakuloa as a training 
area for the 25th, and that was one of our best hunting areas out 
there. I wondered if you are working out regulations with the 
Hawaii Department of Agriculture and Forestry there. 

Major Yates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rutuerrorp. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. Rutherford. 

Mr. RutuerrorD. In reference to Mr. Abbott’s remark a while ago 
about the 470,000 acres for McGregor Range No. 2, extension of Fort 
Bliss, primarily for Nike, as I understand, is that total of 770,000 
acres of private lands that they are purchasing up there ? 

Mr. Kring. 449,668 acres of public domain; 143,000 acres State- 
owned ; 66,000 private. 

Mr. Rurwerrorp. A total of 770,000; correct ? 

Mr. Kine. I did not add it up. 

Mr. Gowen. The 658,668 acre area is the New Mexico portion. 
There is another area in Texas. The total comes to some 770,000 acres. 

Mr. RutTuerrorp. The overwhelming majority is in New Mexico? 

Mr. Gowen. That is right. 

The CuHatrmMan. Does that complete the questioning? 

Thank you very much, Mr. King. We very much appreciate your 
testimony and that of your associates. 

Mr. Kine. Thank you. 
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The CHairman. I want to compliment the Department of Defense 
on taking a very objective and aggressive attitude with reference to 
the management of property. 

Mr. Kine. Thank you. 

The CHatrman. We have some special witnesses on hunting and 
fishing regulations. We have been through this pretty well, so 1 hope 
the testimony can be relatively brief. 

Mr. Robinson, Deputy Special Assistant for Installations, who 
appeared before us before, accompanied by Lieutenant Colonel Royal, 
who also appeared before us before. 

Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Robinson ? 

Mr. Roptnson. Yes, I do. 

The CHarrMAN. Without objection, Mr. Robinson will compete his 
statement without interruption. 

Mr. Rosrnson. If the chairman prefers, we can make the statement 
a part of the record and answer what questions the committee may 
have. 

The CHAatrrman. Why do you not proceed to read it? 


STATEMENT OF G. S. ROBINSON, DEPUTY SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR 
INSTALLATIONS; ACCOMPANIED BY LT. COL. B. E. ROYAL, OFFICE 
OF THE PROVOST MARSHAL, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE; CAPT. 
J. M. VOSNICK, HEAD OF RECREATION SECTION, PERSONNEL 
DEPARTMENT, DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY; AND MAJ. E. L. 
YATES, OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR PERSON- 
NEL, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Mr. Roprnson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am George S. Robinson, Deputy Special Assistant for Installations, 
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force. I appreciate the opportunity 
to appear before your committee to present the views of the Depart- 
ment of Defense with respect to section 4 of H. R. 627 concerning 
hunting, fishing, and trapping. 

The Department of the Air Force, on belhialf of the Department 
of Defense, in its report of January 28, 1957, indicated that it had 
no objection to this section of the bill. This section, in effect, would 
only enact into law substantially the present policy of the Department 
of Defense. 

This policy is quoted from Department of Defense Instruction No. 
5500.3, dated October 31, 1956, as follows: 


A. It is the policy of this Department that hunting and fishing at each military 
reservation shall be authorized and controlled by the installation commander, 
in accordance with locally published post and station regulations promulgated 
in accordance with applicable Federal, State, and local laws, and the regula- 
tions of their respective services. Military personnel who hunt or fish on 
military reservations under exclusive Federal jurisdiction will not be required 
to purchase State hunting or fishing licenses, unless they receive equality of 
treatment with local residents with respect to license fees, and, further, unless 
no specific period of residency is required of military personnel to purchase a 
license. B. Restrictions on the use of areas under military jurisdiction by 
civilian sportsmen will be kept to the minimum deemed necessary by the local 
commander to insure safety, security, protection of Government property, and 
efficient accomplishment of his mission. 
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Quoting further from the same instruction : 


Commanders are encouraged to seek cooperative agreements with State and 
local jurisdictions and with civilian sportsmen’s groups for the conservation 
of wildlife and the promotion of healthy recreation. 


It is believed that this policy is substantially in agreement with the 
provisions of section 4 of H. R. 627. 

During the course of these hearings, and the hearings on similar 
legislation last year, there have been many criticisms of the hunting 
and fishing practices of the military services. 

The following is quoted from page 26 of House Report No. 2856, 
84th Congress, 2d session, on H. R. 12185, a similar bill: 


Without attempting here to delineate the relative merits of State and Federal 
positions, the record conclusively establishes these points: That the existence 
of huge Federal miliary reservations containing extensive fish, game, and wildlife 
resources and the activities of military personnel thereon has given rise to 
violent objections on the part of local officials with respect to activities counte- 
nanced therein; that on too many such areas the State fish and game laws 
and implementing regulations fixing seasons, bag limits, methods and times of 
capture, and similar limitations, have been totally or largely ignored; that 
State fish and game conservation officials have routinely been denied access 
to millions of acres of public lands within military reservations for the purpose 
of effecting measures for the conservation and management of fish, game, and 
wildlife resources; that the public at large has similarly been denied access to 
millions of acres of military reservations during established hunting seasons, 
notwithstanding the fact that many such areas are only intermittently used 
and cannot be seriously labeled “‘closed for security reasons”; that interpreta- 
tion of the State laws governing taking and possession of these resources has 
largely been left by the Defense Department, and the departments of the Air 
Force, Army, and Navy, to local commanders, with the not unnatural result that 
there are almost as many interpretations as there are local military commanders. 


In the interest of brevity the remainder of that portion of the report 
will be omitted and the above statements will be commented upon. 

In the beginning of the quoted portion of the report, the statement 
is made that the record conclusively establishes these points. The 
De Para nent of Defense does not concede that the record conclusively 
establishes those points. Much of the testimony upon which those 


statements were based seem to have consisted of opinion, or was on 
the b isis of selected and isolated examples. 


The Department of Defense contends, and would like for the record 
to so reflect, that tl fish and wildlife conservation practices on 
military reservations in the United States have been exemplary in 
an overwhelming number of cases. The very fact that on most mili- 
tary reservations fish and game popula tions are greater than in the 
surrounding area, should be proof that milits ary conservation practices 
are good. This situation is true in spite of the use of such areas 
for maneuvers, firing ranges, weapons testing, bombing, low-flying 
pi nes, and other tl tivitie ‘S whicl woul l horn nally be considered suf- 
ficient reason for game to seek other places to live. 

Most of the laroe? * milits ary install ations are not new. Most of 
them have been oc vapied for so many years by the military that any 
fish or game present could only be there as a result of the conserva- 
tion prac tices of the milit: iry. Throughout these hearings there has 
been no testimony that fish and game have been depleted in any area 
because of military use of the arm except for the allegation that the 
buffalo herd at Fort Huachuea, Ariz., had disappeared. As to that 
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allegation, the following is quoted from a statement of the Adjutant 
General, Department of the Army, which appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of August 17, 1956: 


It is important to keep in mind, with respect to this buffalo herd, that the 
responsibility for the reduction and removal of the herd at Fort Huachuca 
rested entirely with the State of Arizona and did not in any way involve the 
authorities at Fort Huachuca or the United States Army. 


The contribution of the military toward preservation of fish and 
wildlife resources throughout the Nation has gone unnoticed. Gen- 
eralizations have been made from isolated cases of violations and 
controversies. A thorough study of the violations and controversies, 
it is believed, would reveal that there are generally excellent relations 
between State conservation agencies and the military installations 
within their States, and between the military and field operations of 
the Federal agencies concerned. 

Although the committee is being furnished copies of the replies to 
a questionnaire on conservation sent to the State conservation agen- 
cies by the Air Force, it is considered appropriate at this point to 
quote from some of their replies. Again it should be noted that these 
are replies from State conservation agencies. 


Question: “Is your agency participating in any fish and game management 
program at Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any 
details considered pertinent.” 

Reply, Arizona: “Yes; with both Luke and Williams Air Force Bases agree- 
ments on the commanding officer level have been reached whereby the game and 
fish department is permitted to maintain game-water developments in areas 
set aside for gunnery practice. Cooperation has been excellent.” 

Colorado: “Yes. The relationship between this department and the com- 
manding officer or officers at Lowry Air Force Base, we believe, without vanity, 
could be used as a standard of comparison. Not only do we have, we think, 
a most intelligent game and range management at this installation, but the 
same applies itself to other military installations in the State, such as Pueblo 
Ordnance Depot, Rocky Mountain Arsenal. Cam» Hale. and Fort Carson, Colo.” 

Illinois: “Have had projects with Scott Field and Chanute in the past— 
have at present. We have a large project with Army at Wilmington Ordnance 
Area.” 

Louisiana: “Barksdale Air Force Base. Base forester maintains liaison 
with our department. We have conducted cooperative fish and noxious aquatic 
weed control programs with him.” 

Maryland: “A game-management program is now being carried on by this 
commission at the Andrews Air Force Base.” 

Massachusetts: “Otis Air Force Base. Opening of portion of base to deer 
hunting under patrol of division officers. Advice on management of fish and 
game.” 

Missouri: “We have cooperated with the Grandview Air Force Base near 
Kansas City, Mo., in establishing multiple-rose fences for the benefit of 
wildlife.” 

Montana: “Yes. Malstrom Air Force Base at Great Falls, Mont. A program, 
when requested, consists of lectures to base personnel concerning regulations, 
general approach to game management as followed by the Montana Fish and 
Game Department, and such related subjects as hunter safety, firearms safety 
aid landowner-sportsmen relations.” 


In order that the remarks from the Montana Fish and Game 
Department will be more complete the reply to another question will 
be included here. The question was: 


Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement at Air Force installations in your State? If so, give details. 
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The reply to this question was: 


There are the usual problems concerning fish and game violators when large 
numbers of men are centered in a more or less restricted area with outstanding 
hunting and fishing opportunities. Many of the infractions are those dealing 
with such things as improper license due to the 30-day resident requirement 
after on-duty assignment period, exceeding creel limit of fish, killing more than 
the legal limit of birds or big game. A number of the personnel have eastern 
backgrounds and sometimes do not understand the type of hunting found in 
Montana nor the landowner-hunter problem. 


Then under “Other remarks” is the following: 


The base commander should assume the responsibility of seeing that men in 
his command understand and adhere to the regulations and customs of the 
State. Naturally any assistance for such a program will be offered by the 
Montana Fish and Game Department. District personnel representing the 
Montana Fish and Game Department have worked very closely with the base 
commander of the Malstrom Air Force Base to lay out an 8-point program designed 
for the needs of the Great Falls area. 

1. A valid hunting license required to check out base guns from the welfare 
office. 

2. A prospective hunter is required to sign a statement indicating hunting 
rules and regulations for Montana have been read. 

3. All unit commanders must certify that new men are reminded of this 
cooperative program. 

4. The base commander or any unit commander must contact the fish and 
game department for an information program. 

5. The base librarian has been instructed to order books and pictures con- 
cerning Montana wildlife. Such material will be placed in convenient places 
for the use of base personnel. 

6. Unit commanders are to remind men of the courtesy to be tendered the 
landowners. 

7. The Jet Line, newspaper, will receive all department news releases and 
pertinent information. 

8 Any man violating the fish and game laws will be reported to the provost 
marshal, and the base commander will take appropriate action. 


I again wish to repeat the question which appeared in the question- 
naire which was sent to the State conservation agencies and to quote 
from some of the replies thereto. 


Question: “Is your agency participating in any fish and game management 
program at Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any 
details considered pertinent.” 

Reply, New Hampshire: “Yes. Portsmouth Air Force Base. Under super- 
vision of Conservation Officer Carl Akerley, 1500 Islington Street, Portsmouth, 
N: Bi” 

New Jersey: “Yes. McGuire Airbase—helping on deer management to pro- 
tect runways and developing a general management plan for both McGuire 
and Dix.” 

North Carolina: “Have not had the opportunity.” 

Ohio: “Wright-Patterson Air Force Base.” 

Texas: “Matagorda Air Force Base. We have given advice on deer, turkey, 
quail, and waterfowl management when called upon and have acted as consultant 
for the introduction of foreign game birds.” 

Wyoming: “The Wyoming Game and Fish Commission is participating in a 
fish and game management program on the military maneuver area which 
is under the jurisdiction of the Warren Air Force Base in the Pale Mountain 
division of the Medicine Bow National Forest. We have agreements for both 


fishing and hunting in this area. A copy of the fishing agreement is enclosed 
for your information.” 


Another question that was directed to the State conservation 
agencies was as follows: 
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Question: “Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game man- 
agement or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations 
in your State? If so, give details.” 


Thirty-five States replied that they were having no problems. The 

replies from seven States are quoted below (as you will recall, the 
Tey t . . . q . 
rep'y from Montana has already been presented) : 


Reply, Colorado: “It is not for us to say that the one situation or condition, 
which might be identified as a ‘problem’ in game and fish management or en- 
forcement of our game and fish laws, is too serious, or that it is not gradually 
improving. On an overall basis, violations are the exception rather than the 
rule, and we have never had the experience of having military authorities at- 
tempting to ‘whitewash’ violations. The one ‘problem’ we refer to, by infer- 
ence, arises from the fact that Colorado law does require, as we have previously 
cited to you, 1 year’s residency. We find on oceasion an inclination, on the 
part of the military personnel or nonmilitary personnel, who might be gov- 
erned by sentiment or sympathy, to give false answers and allege themselves 
to have resided in the State more than 1 vear, thus obtaining resident fishing 
licenses, when in reality the individual involved, having resided in Colorado 
less than 1 year, should purchase a nonresident hunting and/or fishing license. 
This situation, as we stated, is improving and adjusting itself satisfactorily. 
We appreciate your interest and the interest of your administrative and execu- 
tive officers in this State.” 

Maine: “Very little. Slight problems in survival studies.” 

Mississippi: “Yes. Some Air Force personnel have been apprehended vio- 
lating game laws such as headlighting deer.” 

New Jersey: “‘We believe it would be helpful to both parties if we were con- 
sulted earlier and more often. It would also be most desirable if game and fish 
management policies could have more permanence and not change with each 
commanding officer.” 

South Dakota: “Yes. Wealways have some trouble with poaching.” 

North Carolina: “Yes. The military at Pope Field, which we understand is 
connected with Fort Bragg, insists on hunting and fishing the publicly owned 
land and waters there without State hunting and fishing licenses. <A _ recent 
official announcement stated that the commander there was permitting hunting 
and fishing by the military and invited civilian guests without North Carolina 
State licenses. It was pointed out, however, that Federal licenses, such as duck 
stamps would be required. The State of North Carolina and its people feel 
that this is the wrong attitude and that the Defense Department should cor- 
rect it.” 

Wyoming: “As indicated above, this department is encountering some problems 
in fish and game management and enforcement of hunting and fishing laws in 
the Pole Mountain area. This is a condition that seems to change with the 
change of commanding officers at Warren Air Force Base. We must say that 
we have had excellent cooperation with some commanders, with others it seems 
to be a matter of forcing the prerogatives of the military jurisdiction over the 
area on to all others concerned, to the exclusion of any other interests 

“T think it can be readily understood that we cannot allow ourselves to be 
particularly awed by a military rank or authority. The present difficulty seems 
to arise from the fact that the military people seem to feel that our activity in 
the area should end with seeing that good supplies of fish and game are available 
but that we should have no right to enforce Wvoming game and fish laws as 
pertains to the taking of snch fish and game. We hold, and we believe rightly, 
that it would be most advantageous to everyone concerned if the fish and game 
management and harvest in the Pole Mountain area were handled on a cooper 
ative basis, recognizing the right of military personnel for exclusive use of that 
area. TI think von will find that the area furnishes some very fine hunting and 
fishing recreation, which has been maintained by this department, for use of 
military personnel only. It gives them an area which is readilv available to 
them without being in competition with the general public. However, because 
of its limited area, there must be some restrictions on the amount of hunting 
and fishing allowed, and for that reason a system of permits has been set wun. 
These have been issned directly from the military headquarters of Warren Air 
Foree Base. However, it has heen indicated that this might be better handled 


as a part of the Forest Service permit, since that agency is also involved. We 
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are currently attempting to work out a new cooperative program and would be 
most appreciative of anything that the Department of the Air Force could do 
to assist us in this matter.” 


(Commaitrrr Norr.—The answers to the questionnaires are set forth 
below in full:) 
ALABAMA 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 

purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Yes, if his base and residence are in State. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 
Air Force installations in your State? 

No. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

Yes. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 

enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your State? 
No. 


ARIZONA 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses ? 

In some instances. See item 6 below. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

A special hunting (for small game only) and fishing license and a special 
warm-water fishing license are available to members of armed services sta- 
tioned in Arizona. To qualify for the purchase of resident big-game licenses, 
military personnel must be stationed in the state 1 year. 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
at Air Force installations in your State? 

Yes, 

List installation and any details considered pertinent. 

With both Luke and Williams Air Force Bases agreements on the com- 
manding officer level have been reached whereby the game and fish depart- 
ment is permitted to maintain game-water developments in areas set aside 
for gunnery practice. Cooperation has been excellent. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 

Cooperation has been very good; hovewer, since gunnery ranges involve 
vast areas, some of which is good wildlife habitat, it seems that it should 
possibly have “announced holidays” from gunnery practice to permit limited 
hunting in the areas involved. 

6. Other remarks. 

Servicemen on active duty and stationed in Arizona are entitled to pur 
chase either a servicemen’s warm-water fishing license or a servicemen’s 
combination fishing and small-game hunting license. These licenses are 
available to servicemen at the same price as residents; however, to hunt bigs 
game on a resident basis, they must have been stationed here for 1 year. 
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ARKANSAS 


STATE OF ARKANSAS, GAME AND FISH COMMISSION, 
Little Rock, November 15, 1956. 
Brig. Gen. W. L. Faaa, 
The Provost Marshal, The Inspector General, 
Department of the Air Force, 
Washington, D. C. 

Deak Sim: I am in receipt of your letter dated November 8 and am returning 
the questionnaire herewith. 

In answer to question No. 1, I wish to advise you that our commission passed 
a regulation providing that anyone in the military service is permitted to hunt 
or fish on a resident hunting or fishing license immediately after they are 
permanently stationed in our State. 

In answer to question No. 3, I wish to advise you that our commission has a 
lake of approximately 6,500 acres, which is approximately 10 miles from the 
Little Rock Air Force Base. We have gladly set aside a certain area for their 
convenience, and, of course, they are permitted to use the entire lake along with 
all other public waters in our State. 

In answer to question No. 5, I wish to advise you that we are not encountering 
any problems in fish and game management and are glad to work with your 
department on all such operations. 

Yours very truly, 
L. G. PoLK, Auditor. 


CALIFORNIA 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Yes. (See No. 6.) 

2. If not, what are the requirements for miltary personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Fish and game code requires 6 months’ residence; however, custom has 
been to permit servicemen stationed in this State to purchase a resident 
hunting license, regardless of length of residency. 

38. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management pro- 
gram at Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details 
considered pertinent. 

No. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

No. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 

No. 

6. Other remarks. 

At present time, angling license is not required of military personnel on 
active duty. 

Questions 1, 5, and 6: Wildlife protection branch. 

Questions 3 and 4: Game management branch. 


COLORADO 
STATE OF COLORADO, 
DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FISH, 
November 15, 1956. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
Headquarters United States Air Force, 
Washington, D.C. 
(Attention: W. L. Fagg, brigadier general, U. S. Air Force, the Provost 
Marshal; the Inspector General.) 
Dear GENERAL: We return herewith your questionnaire pertaining to certain 
qualifications propounded with regard to the cooperation between the Depart- 
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ment of the Air Force and the various States concerning game and fish manage- 
ment and conservation programs. 

Regarding question 1: The answer “No” is essential. Newly assigned per- 
sonnel could not qualify for resident licenses. 

The answer to question 2 elaborates thereon by citing to you the fact that to 
qualify for a resident hunting or fishing license in Colorado, a person must be a 
citizen of the United States and shall have resided in the State 1 year. 

We quote to you on the subject from Colorado law: 

“Within the meaning of this act or any other act or acts related to game and 
fish the term ‘resident’ when used as a qualification of an applicant for the 
issuance of any game or fish license or fishing or hunting licenses or hunting 
or fishing privileges shall mean a person who is a citizen of the United States 
and who has resided in the State 1 year. Any person who accepts any resident 
privileges in any other State shall not qualify as a resident of Colorado for the 
purposes of purchasing resident hunting or fishing licenses. 

“Any person not a citizen of the United States may hunt and fish only under 
the rules and regulations prescribed by the commission after having qualified 
for and purchased a license so to do.” 

These excerpts are from chapter 153, Colorado Session Laws of 1955. 

Replying to your question No. 3, as to whether or not this department is 
participating in any game and lish management program at Air Force installa- 
tions in Colorado, we can reply in the aflirmative. The relationship between 
this department and the commanding officer or officers at Lowry Air Force Base, 
we believe, without vanity, could be used as a standard of comparison. Not 
only do we have, we think, a most intelligent game and range management at 
this installation, but the same applies itself to other military installations in 
the State, such as Pueblo Ordnance Depot, Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Camp Hale, 
and Fort Carson, Colo. 

With regard to answering your question No. 4, this department, under the 
supervision of the Game and Fish Commission of the State of Colorado, is quite 
coniident that it would be no breach of ethics for us to contend that we are 
both capable and willing to cooperate with your service in developing any game 
and fish management or kindred conservation prograiis. 

Like yourselves, we can make no promissory statements which could be 
construed as obligating expenditures of any funds or appropriations of any 
funds or appropriations not identified for such purposes. 

Replying to your question No. 5, it is not for us to say that the one situation 
or condition, which might be identified as a “problem” in game and fish manage- 
ment or enforcement of our State game and fish laws, is too serious, or that 
it is not gradually improving. On an overall basis, violations are the exception 

ather than the rule, and we have never had the experience of having military 

authorities attempting to “whitewash” violations. The one problem we refer 
to, by inference, arises from the fact that Colorado law does require, as we have 
previously cited to you, 1 years’ residency. We find on occasion an inclination, 
on the part of the military personnel or nonmilitary personnel, who might be 
governed or motivated by sentiment or sympathy, to give false answers and 
allege themselves to have resided in the State more than 1 year, thus obtaining 
resident fishing license, when in reality the individual involved, having resided 
in Colorado less than 1 year, should purchase a nonresident hunting and/or fish- 
ing license. This situation, as we stated, is improving and adjusting itself 
satisfactorily. 

We appreciate your interest and the interest of your administrative and 
executive officers in this State. 

Very truly yours, 
J. D. HArt, Assistant Director. 


DELAWARE 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Yes. 

If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
at Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details 
considered pertinent. 

No. 


» 
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4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

Yes. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforeement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 

No. 


FLORIDA 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 

purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Yes. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 
Air Force installations in your State? 

Yes. 
List installation and any details considered pertinent. 
Avon Park, Eglin Field. (See attached summary.) 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative does your agency have the capability and 
willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? 

No. 


GEORGIA 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 

purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Yes. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

38. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
at Air Foree installations in your State? List installation and any details con- 
sidered pertinent. 

No, but will if suitable. We are working with the Air Force on fisheries 
areas. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability and 
willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your State? 
If so, give details. 

No. 


IDAHO 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Yes, military personnel who are regularly transferred to installations 
within the State are considered as residents upon arrival in the State. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 
Air Force installations in your State? 

No. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

We would be very glad to assist Air Force installations at any time pro- 
vided they had the facilities and desire to participate in the game-manage- 
ment program. 
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5. Is you agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? 

No. We have not experienced any particular difficulties in the enforce- 
ment of fishing and hunting laws in connection with Air Force installations. 
We have worked rather closely with the personnel at the Mountain Home 
Air Force Base, furnishing personnel for lectures on laws, hunter safety, 
ete. 


ILLINOIS 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 

purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses * 
Yes. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 

State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Any injlitary personnel on duty in Illinois qualifies as a resident. 

5. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 
Air Force installations in your State’ List installation and any details con- 
sidered pertinent. 

Have had projects with Scott Field and Chanute in the past—none at pres- 
ent. We have large project with Army at Wilmington ordnance area, 

{. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

Yes. 

>. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your State? 
If so, give details. 

No-——very cooperative. 





















[OWA 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
No license required. 
2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
No license required. 










3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
at Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details 
considered pertinent. 

No. 
4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 
Yes. 

». Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 

enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your State? 
No 













R. W. BECKMAN, 
Chief, Division of Fish and Game. 













KANSAS 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted 
to purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Yes. 
If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 
Air Force installations in your State? 
No. 


88986—57——-12 


») 








172 MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 


4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

Yes. 
5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 


or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? 


No. 

6. Other remarks. 

This department will be happy to cooperate with the United States Air 
Force in management of fish and wildlife resources at Air Force installations 
in this State. 

FRED WARDERS, 
Assistant Director, Forestry, Fish, and Game Commission. 


KENTUCKY 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted 
to purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Yes, except for reservists, etc., on short time, temporary duty. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 
Air Force installations in your State? 

No. 

List installation and any details considered pertinent. 

Do not know of any Air Force installations with sufficient land for the 
purpose. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

Yes. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? 

No. 

If so, give details. 

Do not know of any. 





LOUISIANA 


1. Service personnel are exempted from purchasing fishing and hunting licenses 
in Louisiana at this time. They should have a copy of leave orders to pass in 
their possession while fishing or hunting. 

2. None. 

3. Barksdale Air Force Base. Base forester maintains liaison with our 
department. We have conducted cooperative fish and noxious aquatic weed 
control programs with him. 

4. None. 

5. No. 

6. None. 

N. B. For your information we are including synopsis of our hunting and 
fishing regulations. 

JOHN S. CAMPBELL, 
Chief, Fish and Game Division. 
THEODORE B. Forp, 
Assistant Office Chief, Fish and Game Division, 


MAINE 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Yes. 
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2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 


State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 

Air Force installations in your State? 
No. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 

We would be willing to offer technical assistance in preparing plans. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? 

Very little. 

If so, give details. 

Slight problems in survival studies. 





MARYLAND 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Yes, provided military personnel are on permanent assignment. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Military personnel on temporary assignment are classified as nonresidents 
and are required to purchase nonresident hunting and fishing licenses. 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 
Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details con- 
sidered pertinent. 

The Maryland Game and Inland Fish Commission participates in fish and 
game management programs at Air Force installations in this State, pro- 
vided the commanding officers of said installations adhere to the State fish 
and game laws and permit a reasonable amount of controlled hunting and 
fishing. 

A game management program is now being carried on by this commission 
at the Andrews Field Air Base. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 

We have no record of any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of hunting and fishing laws in existing Air Force installations 
in Maryland. 

Ernest A. VAUGHN, 
Maryland Game and Inland Fish Commission. 


MASSACHUSETTS 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 

purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Yes. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish- and game-management program 
at Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details 
considered pertinent. 

Otis Air Force Base: Opening of portion of base to deer hunting under 
patrol of division officers; advice on management of fish and game. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 
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5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your State? 
If so, give details. " , 

Usually find them cooperative. 

6. Other remarks. 

All military installations should conform to State hunting and fishing 
regulations. 





MICHIGAN 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses’? : 
_Act 263, Public Acts of 1927, as passed by the Michigan Legislature, pro- 
vides that “All persons reguiarly enlisted or commissioned as officers in the 
United States Army, Navy, or Marine Corps and officially stationed in 
Michigan, shall be considered for the purposes of all game and fish laws as 
residents of this State, and shall have all privileges of residents of this 
State under the game and fish laws. 
5. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management progran 
at Air Force installations in your State? 
Not at present. 
4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capabilit: 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program’? 
We will, of course, be very happy to assist in the development of such a 
program in any way We can. 
5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management | 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? 
No. . 
I am very glad to say that our law-enforcement people report no problems 
of any kind relative to the enforcement of hunting and fishing laws at Air 
Force installations. They advise me that they have found the officers 
charge of the installations very cooperative. 


State permitted to 


WAYLAND OSGOOD, 
De puty Director, De par tment of Conservation 





MISSOURI 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Yes. 
» If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in you 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses ? 
None. Civilians are required to be in residence 6 months before they are 
permitted to purchase a resident State license. In order to assist military 
commanders with their morale and recreational problems, this 6-month 
residency is waived for military personnel, and they are permitted to pur 
chase a resident license immediately upon receiving their official assignment 
to a military installation in this State. 
3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game Inalagement program 
at Air Force installations in your State? 
Yes. 
List installation and any details considered pertinent. 
We have cooperated with the Grandview Air Force Base near Kansas 
City, Mo., in establishing multiflora rose fences for the benefit of wildlife. 
4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 
Yes. This organization is always glad to help in developing wildlife pro 
grgjis for the benefit of military personnel at their respective bases. 
Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in you 
State? 


No 
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6. Other remarks. 
We have received excellent cooperation from all military commanders in 
this State. 


Harowip V. TERRILL, 
Chief Biologist, Bird Unit, Missouri Conservation Commission. 


MISSISSIPPI 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchse resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
No; not according to the statutory provisions of the State laws. 
2. If not. what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Six months residence prior to application for license is required by statutes. 
Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 
Air Force installitions in your State? List installation and any details con- 
sidered pertinent. 
No 
1. If answer to question ° is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program - 
Yes. 
5. Is .our agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so. give details 


Yes. Some Air Force personnel have been apprehended violating game 
laws, such as headlighting deer. 
6. Other remark 


We have had no requests for participation in Air Force fish and game 
programs Exceptions have been made in permitting military personnel 
teotioyr a fay 11 


ationed for duty in Mississippi and allowed to purchase resident licenses. 


MONTANA 
1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
rchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
No. 


2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 


State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Chapter 26 in the laws of 1955, section 3—“Defining resident: 
That members of the Armed Forces of the United States, or regularly 
ppointed officers and emplovees of the United States Forest Service, the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, United States Park Service and 
the Bureau of Land Management, who are assigned to duty in Montana, 
d after a period of 50 days within Montana, upon presenting assignment 
orders emanating from the proper unit commander, shall be considered 
esidents for the purposes of this act. The 30-day residence requirement 
is waived in time of war.” 
3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 
\ir Force installations in your State? 
Yes. 
List installation and any details considered pertinent. 
Malmstrom Air Force Base at Great Falls, Mont.: A program, when re- 


quested, consists of lectures to base personnel concerning regulations, gen- 
eral approach to game management as followed by the Montana Fish and 
Game Department, and such related subjects as hunter safety, firearm 
afety, and landowner-sportsmen relations. 
!. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability and 
willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 
Such plans as the above mentioned can and would be developed for other 
military installations in Montana. This program would ne 


‘sSarily require 
an official request from the base commander. 
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5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 

There are the usual problems concerning fish and game violators when 
large numbers of men are centered in a more or less restricted area with 
outstanding hunting and fishing opportunities. Many of the infractions are 
those dealing with such things as improper license due to the 30-day resident 
requirement after onduty assignment period, exceeding creel limit of fish, 
killing more than the legal limit of birds or big game. A number of the 
personnel have eastern backgrounds and sometimes do not understand the 
type of hunting found in Montana nor the landowner-hunter problem. 
Other remarks. 

The base commander himself should assume the responsibility of seeing 
that men in his command understand and adhere to the regulations and 
customs of the State. Naturally any assistance for such a program will be 
offered by the Montana Fish and Game Department. District personnel 
representing the Montana Fish and Game Department have worked very 
closely with the base commander of the Malmstrom Air Force Base to lay 
out an 8-point program designed for the needs of the Great Falls area. 

1. A valid hunting license required to check out guns from the welfare 
office. 

2. A prospective hunter is required to sign a statement indicating hunt- 
ing rules and regulations for Montana have been read. 

3. All unit commanders must certify that new men are reminded of this 

cooperative program. 

4. The base commander or any unit commander must contact the fish and 
game department for an information program. 

5. The base librarian has been instructed to order books and pictures con- 
cerning Montana wildlife. Such material will be placed in convenient places 
for the use of base personnel. 

6. Unit commanders are to remind men of the courtesy to be tendered the 
landowners. 

7. The Jet Line newspaper, will receive all department news releases and 
pertinent information. 

8. Any man violating the fish and game laws will be reported to the provost 
marshal, and the base commander will take appropriate action. 


NEBRASKA 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Yes, if duly assigned to a post in Nebraska and resident for 60 days. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 
Air Force installations in your State? 

No. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability and 
willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 

Yes. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 

enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your State? 
No. 

If so, give details. 

However, we have had problems with respect to other branches of the 
military, and their areas, in the past. 
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NEVADA 


STATE OF NEVADA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION, 


Reno, Nev., December 4, 1956. 
Brig. Gen. W. L. Faae, 


United States Air Force, 
Department of the Air Force, 
Headquarters, United States Air Force, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR GENERAL Face: Enclosed please find hunting and fishing information for 
servicemen. This brochure will answer questions 1 and 2 of your inquiry dated 
November 19, 1956. 

On question 3 the answer is “No.” However, we do, through the rod and gun 
clubs at Nellis Air Force Base, Las Vegas, and Stead Air Force Base at Reno, 
cooperate on various outdoor activities, and aid in promoting interest in the 
club, and our management program. 

Question No. 5; we are not encountering any problems at the present time. 

Also, enclosed find fish and game laws for the State of Nevada. 

If we may be of further service to your program please do not hesitate to 
eall on us. 

Very truly yours, 
MELVIN E. McDOwWELL, 
Information and Education Officer. 


NEw HAMPSHIRE 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
No. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 

State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Special license rates. See page 65, section 214: 4. 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 

Air Force installations in your State? 
Yes. 

List installation and any details considered pertinent. 

Portsmouth Air Force Base—under supervision of Conservation Officer 
Carl Akerley, 1500 Islington Street, Portsmouth, N. H. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? 

No. We are receiving fullest cooperation. 






NEW JERSEY 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Yes, 
2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Residents of N. J. on active duty with the Armed Forces do not need a 
license, nonresidents on active duty may purchase a resident license. 
3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
at Air Force installations in your State? 
Yes. 
List installation and any details considered pertinent. 
McGuire airbase: Helping on deer management to protect runways and 
developing a general management plan for both McGuire and Dix. 
4. If answer to question 3 is negative does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 
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5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 

We believe it would be helpful to both parties if we were consulted earlier 
and more often. It also would be most desirable if game and fish manage- 
ment policies could have more permanence and not change with each com- 
manding officer. 





New Mexico 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

No. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Members of the Armed Forces of the United States, permanently assigned 
to military installations within the boundaries of the State of New Mexico 
shall be considered as bona fide residents of this State for the purpose 
of obtaining hunting and fishing licenses, provided that such licenses shall he 
issued only upon presentation by the applicant of a certificate by his com- 
manding officer or designated representative certifying as to his permanent 
military assignment in New Mexico, which certificate shall accompany the 
application. 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
at Air Force installations in your State? 

No. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

The Department of Game and Fish would be more than willing to assist 
the Air Force in their game management programs and would be capable, 
unless the demands became too extensive. Limitations in the number of 
personnel would possibly limit our participation. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details 


We have not encountered the problems in game and fish management on 


the Air Force installations within the State. As for enforcement of game 
and fish laws in years past there have been a few isolated problems, but 
general understandings and agreements have been reached that have taken 


eare of this. 
6. Other remarks. 
We have earried on an extensive game management program for several 


years, upon the White Sands Proving Grounds, under lease and ownership 
of the United States Army, with excellent cooperation from the military 
fiicials. 


Provost MARSHAL, HEADQUARTERS, UNrtep Srates Arr Forcs 
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AND CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 


Question 1 and 2—Answer: The New York State fish and game law provides 
that until July 1, 1957, military personnel may take withou! license birds, quad- 
rupeds, fish, and may take by trapping, mink, muskrats, ‘accoon, skunk, and 
unprotected wildlife that may be taken by trapping without trapping license 
provided they are hunting, fishing, or trapping in uniform or have on their 
person furlough or copy of leave order, and service identification card. This 
provision has been enacted each year for the past several years. It appears likely 
that the 1957 legislature may extend the effective date until July 1, 1958. The 
fish and game law also provides that members of the United States Armed Forces 
in active service stationed in New York State, regardless of place of residence 
or citizen status at the time of entry into service may purchase resident hunting, 
fishing, trapping, and big-game licenses. This provision is on a permanent basis 
without any time limitations. 

Question 3—Answer: No. 
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Question 4—Answer: The Department has the capability and willingness to 
assist in the development of such programs within the framework of State law 
and Department policy. Here it should be noted that Armed Forces reservations 
in New York State have, in general, been considered to be posted against trespass 
to the general public which does not allow for stocking of fish and game under 
departmental policy. District game and fisheries managers are available 
throughout the State for consultation on such conservation programs. 

Question 5—Answer: A survey of our district law-enforcement officers indi- 
sates no problems affecting enforcement of fish and game laws at any Air Force 
installation in the State. 


Nortu CAROLINA 


1. Are miiltary personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Yes. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 
Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details con- 
sidered pertinent. 

Have not had the opportunity. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

Yes. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in you! 
State? 

Yes. 

If so, give details. 

The military at Pope Field, which we understand is connected with Fort 
Bragg, insists on hunting and fishing the publicly owned land and waters 
there without State hunting and fishing licenses. A recent official announce- 
ment stated that the commander there was permitting hunting and fishing 
by the military and invited civilian guests without North Carolina State 
licenses. It was pointed out, however, that Federal licenses, such as duck 
stamps would be required. The State of North Carolina and its people 
feel that this is the wrong attitude and that the Defense Department should 
correct it. 

EUGENE E. ScCHWALL, Assistant Director. 





NorktH DAKOTA 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 

purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
See attached form. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 

State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
See attached form. 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 

Air Force installations in your State? 
NO. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

Yes. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Foree installations in your 
State? ’ 

No. 
Notr.—Re 1 and 2 State laws too bulky to reproduce here. 
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OHIO 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Military personnel on active duty are permitted to hunt and fish in Ohio 
without license. This privilege does not extend to wives or dependents. 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
at Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details 
considered pertinent. 

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

In addition to the above we are cooperating in a game-management pro- 
gram with other military operations in Ohio. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of fishing, and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 

No law-enforcement problems. 





OKLAHOMA 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted 

to purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
No. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 

State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Establish 60-day residence. 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
at Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details 
considered pertinent. 

No. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

Yes. 
Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 

No. 


5. 


OREGON 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Yes. 

2. 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
at Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details 
considered pertinent. 

Management of the fish and game resources of the State of Oregon is 
carried out without reference to land ownership. We are prepared, consist- 
ent with financial ability, to continue and expand our cooperative activities 
relating to enhancement of the fish and game resources. 

4. If answer to question 3 is nagative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 


If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your . 
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PENNSYLVANIA 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 

purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
After 30 days official station in Pennsylvania. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Prior to 30 days official station would require regular nonresident hunters 
license. 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game manegement program at 
Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details con- 
sidered pertinent. 

None. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability and 
willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 

Yes, if consistent with law and policy of our commission. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your State? 
If so, give details. 

None. 


SouTH CAROLINA 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 

purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Yes. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game manegement program at 
Air Force installations in your State? 

No. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability and 
willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 

Yes 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 

enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your State? 
No. 





SoUTH DAKOTA 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 

purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
No. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 

State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Must have been stationed in this State for 6 months immediately preceding 
the time of application for license. 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
at Air Force installations in your State? 

No. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

This matter would have to be taken up with our Commission. 

5. Is your agency epcountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? 

Yes. 

If so, give details. 

We always have some trouble with poaching. 

6. Other remarks. 

Our greatest problem is having outside personnel coming to our State 
and fraudently procuring a resident license. 
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TENNESSEE 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted t 

purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Yes. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
at Air Force installations in your State? 

No. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such 
a program? 

Yes. 

h. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 


TEXAS 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Yes 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

o. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
at Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details cot 
sidered pertinent 

Matagorda Bay Air Force Base. 

We have given advice on deer, turkey, quail, and waterfowl management 
when called upon and have acted as consultant for the introduction of for- 
eign game birds. 


4 


4. if answer to question 3 1 


> is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 


5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your State? 
Ne 
UTAH 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Yes. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 
Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details considered 
pertinent. 

Utah State Fish and Game Department assumes control over all wildlife 
within the State. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 

The State fish and game department is anxious to assist auyone in any 
program that will promote better hunting and fishing. At Salt Springs in 
western Tooele County, a portion of which is in the bombing range located 
in that section, the Air Force cooperates with the State of Utah in not allow 
ing hunters to go in the field when there is danger of bombing and gunnery 
practice. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management 
or enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 

Not at the present time. 
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VERMONT 


i, Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted 

to purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Yes. 
2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Military personnel present certificate from their commanding officer 
stating that they are stationed within the State and they then may legally 
procure licenses at resident rates. 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
at Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details 
considered pertinent. 

No. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability and 
willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 

Yes. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 


No. 


VIRGINIA 


Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted 
to purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Yes 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
t Air Force installations in your State? 

No. 

1. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
nd willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop 
such a program ? 

Yes. 

Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
nforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
State? If so, give details. 

None have been called to my attention. 


WASHINGTON 


Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
urchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
Yes —as a policy. 
2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses? 
4. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program 
Air Force installations in your State? List installation and any details 


onsidered pertinent. 


No. 

If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 

d willingness to assist Air Foree installations in your State to develop such 
program 
Yes 

Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and ¢ame management 

enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your 
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WISCONSIN 


1. Are military personnel newly assigned to duty in your State permitted to 
purchase resident fishing and hunting licenses? 

Yes; see attached quotations of statutes. 

2. If not, what are the requirements for military personnel on duty in your 
State to qualify for the purchase of resident fishing and hunting licenses’? 

3. Is your agency participating in any fish and game management program at 
Air Force installations in your State? 

No. Except that on at least two cases we gave advisory assistance on the 
control of gulls on Truax Field near Madison. 

4. If answer to question 3 is negative, does your agency have the capability 
and willingness to assist Air Force installations in your State to develop such a 
program? 

Yes: where conditions warrant, we are assisting efforts for a wildlife 
management program on any lands in Wisconsin. This could be done as 
extension services and habitat development aids are available to private 
landowners in the State and this could follow that procedure. 

5. Is your agency encountering any problems in fish and game management or 
enforcement of fishing and hunting laws at Air Force installations in your State? 

No. More problems may arise as Air Force installations and lands in- 
crease in the State. We would favor cooperative agreements permitting 
our enforcement officers to assist carrying out State regulations. 

6. Other remarks. 

Where the land area is large or where the Air Force use permits, we favor 
cooperative agreement for public recreational access if possible. 





WYOMING 


WYOMING GAME AND FISH COMMISSION, 
Cheyenne, Wyo., November 16, 1956. 
W. L. Faee, 
Brigadier General, United States Air Force, 
The Provost Marshal, The Inspector General, 
Department of the Air Force, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of November 9, and 
we were most happy to learn that the Department of the Air Force is interested 
in a cooperative program of State game and fish agencies for the maintenance 
of fish and wildlife populations and habitat on Air Force installations in this 
State. 

The following are thé answers to your questionnaire, in the order listed 
thereon: 

1. Military personnel newly assigned to duty in Wyoming may not purchase 
a resident hunting or fishing license. They can, however, purchase nonresident 
licenses for these activities, immediately upon their arrival. A list of these 
license fees is enclosed. You will note that we also have available a nonresident 
fishing license which is available for 5-day periods for a fee of $3, which is 
applicable in this instance. 

2. In order to qualify for the purchase of a resident fishing and hunting license 
in Wyoming, the applicant must have resided or have been permanently stationed 
within the exterior boundaries of this State for 1 full year prior to the date 
of application. By residence is construed to mean having an actual abode or 
doing work in the State which requires that the person be in the State con- 
tinuously. The fact that the applicant may own property in the State and vote 
here by absentee ballot is not considered to qualify him as a resident as pertains 
to Wyoming game and fish laws. 

3. The Wyoming Game and Fish Commission is participating in a fish and 
game management program on the military maneuver area which is under the 
jurisdiction of the Warren Air Force Base in the Pole Mountain division of the 
Medicine Bow National Forest. We have agreements for both fishing and 
hunting in this area. A copy of the fishing agreement is enclosed for your 
information. ; 

4. Although there seems to be a desire on the part of the recently appointed 
commander at Warren Air Force Base to negate the agreements that have been 
worked out with previous commanders, we wish to advise that the Wyoming 
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Game and Fish Commission is ready and willing to be party to future agreements 
which will benefit the maintenance and management of both fish and game in 
the Pole Mountain area. In fact, we think that such agreements will be bene- 
ficial to the military personnel as well as the wildlife in question since it is felt 
that this department is most capable of carrying out a proper program of this 
nature. : : 

5. As indicated above, this department is encountering some problems in fish 
and game management and enforcement of hunting and fishing laws in the Pole 
Mountain area. This is a condition that seems to change with the change of 
commanding officers at Warren Air Force Base. We must say that we have 
had excellent cooperation with some commanders, with others it seems to be 
a matter of forcing the prerogatives of the military jurisdiction over the area 
onto all others concerned, to the exclusion of any other interests. I think it can 
be readily understood that we cannot allow ourselves to be particularly awed 
by a military rank or authority. The present difficulty seems to arise from the 
fact that the military people seem to feel that our activity in the area should 
end with seeing that good supplies of fish and game are available but that we 
should have no right to enforce Wyoming game and fish laws as pertains to the 
taking of such fish and game. We hold, and we believe rightly, that it would 
be most advantageous to everyone concerned if the fish and game management 
and harvest in the Pole Mountain area were handled on a “cooperative basis, 
recognizing the right of military personnel for exclusive use of that area. I 
think you will find that the area furnishes some very fine hunting and fishing 
recreation, which has been maintained by this department, for use of military 
personnel only. It gives them an area which is readily available to them 
without being in competition with the general public. However, because of its 
limited area, there must be some restrictions on the amount of hunting and 
fishing allowed, and for that reason a system of permits has been set up. These 
have been issued directly from the military headquarters of Warren Air Force 
Base. However, it has been indicated that this might be better handled as a 
part of the Forest Service permit, since that agency is also involved. We are 
currently attempting to work out a new cooperative program and would be most 
appreciative of anything that the Department of the Air Force could do to 
assist us in this matter. 

Yours very truly, 
A. F. C. GREENE, 
State Game and Fish Commissioner. 

Mr. Rogsrnson. It should be noted that in response to the question- 
naire by the Air Force, the State agencies, in several instances, in- 
cluded remarks concerning other services. You have heard the good 
and the bad. The Department of Defense and the milit: ary depart- 
ments are taking steps to resolve the complaints. 

At the hearing of January 30, 1957, a question was addressed to 
Navy witnesses concerning opening military installations to public 
hunting and fishing by anyone possessing the necessary State hunting 
or fishing license, subject. only to trespass and security regulations. 
As stated in the opening paragraphs of this statement, it is already 
the ey ¢ the Department of Defense to permit public hunting 
where practicable, and there are military reservations where this 
oatney has been in effect for years, but the Department of Defense 
feels very strongly that enactment of legislation in that area at this 
time would be h: isty and might well lead to complications of a very 
serious nature. It must be kept in mind that the defense of this 
Nation is the primary mission of the Department of Defense and the 
military services and that hunting and fishing on installations is a 
purely incidental recreation that must be subordinate to the primary 
mission. If such legislation is being seriously considered, and it is 
hoped that it is not, the Department of Defense should be given ample 


time to study and present its views on the implications of such legis- 
lation. 
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I have people here from the three services whose function is in the 
particular area of hunting and fishing. I hope they and myself will 
be able to answer any questions that the committee may have. 

The CHairman. 1 would like to comment, Mr. Robinson, that I 
think your approach to the matter by writing these various State 
agencies for their comments was a direct and salutar vy way of doing 
it, although I observe in some instances they have not always been 
happy. But the fact, I think, they have been contacted about it is 
itself an indication of the Department of Defense’s interest in estab- 
lishing the proper relationship. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Aspinauu. No questions. 

Dr. Minier. I want to compliment the Department for doing some- 
thing about this rather small but troublesome problem, especially at 
the local silsgl 

If a word of advice were to be given, I would suggest that you 
continue to contact people at the local level, your fish and game com- 
missions, and those that are responsible, and work with them, with the 
thought that where State laws prevail there will be every effort made 
to comply with State laws. 

I think the difliculty we get into many times is because of the fact 
that the military moves in, and you have to have certain rights, 

rivileges, and powers, and yet the ordin: ary citizen resents the fact 


loes 


| } 


D 
that he does not have the same privileges, or maybe thinks he « 
not have, as those who wear uniforms, in the matter of hunting. 

I think vou have done a « good job in ferreting out the problem and 
working with the local | If you continue to do that, you will 
never be back soheaie this oad 

Mr. Rosrnson. You will notice the Department of Defense policy 
encourages the local commanders to work with the local conservation 
people. 

Dr. Minter. That is right. 

Mr. Ropryson. That expression of pohiey to a local commander 
means that he 1s the one who initiates the ste ps tow: ards cooperation 
with the local fish and game officials and not wait for the local officials 
to come to him. That is the clear import of that, and it is so under- 
stood bv the local commanders. 

Dr. MILLER. It seems to me what we had here before, a vear or two 
ago, shows a violent departure from this type of cooperation, and that, 
of course, was ae source of many of our complaints that made it look 
rather ie Thank you very much. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHairMan. Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Just one question, Mr. Robinson. With reference to the 
questions that were directed to the States, did you direct questions to 
the State of California, and, if so, do you have their reply for the 
record ? 

Mr. Roprnson. I am sure we did. Whether we have the specific 
reply here or not [donot know. I will ask Colonel Royal. 

These are all to be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Stsk. In order to save time, I would like, if you do have a reply 
from the State of California to the questionnaire, to have a copy of 
their reply 
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Mr. Roprnson. We will be happy to furnish that. 

The CHarrmMan. Without objection, the statement when presented 
will be made a part of the record. 

(The information for California will be found on p. 168.) 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. No questions. 

The CHairmMan. Mr. Baring. 

Mr. Bartnc. No questions. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. No questions. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Rutherford. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Robinson, I concur with the statement a few minutes ago in that 
I think the military bases and commanders are doing a much finer job 
that they are sometimes given credit for. They are sometimes criti- 
cized for the small and sometimes insignificant things, although there 
have been some inexcusable breaches of contact between the States and 
the local government and such as that. 

I notice in Army Regulation 210-221 of November 6, 1956, under 
par: agraph (f), section 6. Mr. Robinson—I only had the privilege of 
seeing it just very br iefly—th: it you put in there where the Federal 


(Government had exclusive r ights over a military base that the military 


personel do not have to have a license providing that the State re- 
quires more than 30 days in the State on duty. Is that correct? 

Mr. Ropinson. Yes. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp, I notice, in going through this summary you have 

‘riven here, there is only one State “that has a 30- day requirement, 
ced most of them are rather consistent in being 6 months. Why did 
you take the minimum of required duty time, which is in Pennsyl- 
vania, to qualify for a license? Because in thi at instance the com- 
mander can override the State law. In fact, it is very specific that, 
if the State requires more than 30 days, the commander can ignore 
State law. 

In this breakdown, I notice Arizona, Arkansas, Illinois, Maryland, 
Mississippi, New Mexico, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and Virginia 
in particular—just dashing through there—you will absolutely ignore 
State laws in all of those by specific instructions of AR 210-221. 

Major Yates. I do not believe that is correct, sir. Colonel Royal 
has some figures he obtained from the States on just what their resi- 
dency requirement is, and I believe all but 7 States have a 30-day 
residenc y requirement for the military. 

Am I right? 

Colonel Royat. Less than 30 days. 

Major Yates. Less than 30 days. This is designed to eliminate the 
ee of having a weekend hunter go into a reservation and shoot 

up the game and return to another installation. 

In most States, when a man reports with bona fide orders of over 
30 days, they permit him to have a hunting license right away. I 
should say many States do that. Many of them do not even require 
that they be there 30 days. There are very few States, a very small 
minority of States that require a man to be present in the State for 
any period longer than 30 days. 

88986—57——_18 
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Mr. Rurnerrorp. You have a situation at Fort Bliss where a man 
is actually stationed in Texas and the hunting situation is in New 
Mexico when he is on the range. 

Major Yarrs. That is right. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. It may be for a day’s firing or 2 days’ firing at 
the most. He is actually stationed in Texas. 

Major Yates. Yes. 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. What would be your procedure on that unless 
his base was actually on the gunnery range, he was stationed there ? 

Major Yares. That is the question down there now. We do not 
feel that it is exactly fair to let the man go out on the reservation and 
have him pay for a nonresident license in New Mexico and then a 
resident license in Texas. He has no choice in where he lives; he is 

required to live in San Antonio or on the base. 

However, because of disagreements down there we have closed the 
New Mexico portions for hunting. Nobody can hunt there. No mili- 
tary personnel can hunt. 

I do not know what the final outcome of this will be. They are 
working on a solution down there now. I hope it works out so that 
the military can get a resident license for New Mexico hunting within 
the reservation. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. On the New Mexico side of the border there, do 
you have exclusive jurisdiction ¢ 

Major Yates. I believe so. 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. And do you propose exclusive Federal juris 
diction for this additional range of 770,000 acres, range No. 2¢ 

Major Yares. I cannot answer that question. 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. In that case, by your new regulation, AR 210-221, 
exclude the State game warden from that new range, would you 
not ¢ 

Major Yates. On any land that is under exclusive jurisdiction, a 
State game warden to go out there and supervise hunting of military 
personnel and have the power to arrest, he cannot do that. 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. He is excluded—not only does he not have the 
power of arrest, but he is excluded from that range. 

Major Yarers. Not according to the intent. We intend that he 
come on the post and take game count and to work out game conversa- 
tion management with military assistance and the advice of military 
people. We do not intend to exclude him in any way. 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. Is it at the discretion of the commanding officer 4 

Major Yarers. Yes, si 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. In sas words, if he does not want him on there, 
regardless of the conditions on the range as to wildlife, he cannot go 
on, can he? 

Major Yarrs. That is exactly right; if the military commander 
in that area does not want him on, IT guess he can require him to stay 
off. We, in the regulations, have encouraged all commanders at all 
levels to allow them to come on and to cooperate. 

Mr. Reruerrorp. Under one section there—I forget which par- 
ticular paragraph it is—yvyou specifically state that on exclusive Fed- 
eral jurisdiction bases the State game warden has no authority, he 
is without authority. 

Major Yarrs. That is right. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. In other words, Katie, bar the door: he is not 
coming in. And then you go on further on and say you encourage 
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this cooperation. In other words, that is exactly what has happened 
inthe past. I will be frank with you. I think it is pretty well known’ 
that General Rutledge out there took the rap for somebody else. 
That has been what actually started this whole fish and game cluly 
we have in here now on this particular subject. It got quite nasty. 

Major Yarrs. He really had no authority to arrest people that’ 
are hunting on military reservations. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. In other words, he is in the same fix and cari 
sit there unless he has a pass there by the commanding officer at Fort 
Bliss ¢ 

Major Yarrs. That is right. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. Don’t you think that is going to develop inta 
another situation ¢ 

Major Yares. No, I donot. I think it is an improvement over the 
old situation, if there was a situation before. Here we are giving’! 
them guidance. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. In words and statements you are giving then 
guidance, and I think you are doing a far better job than you are’ 
given credit for in some instances. But still I do not see where you! 
ure going to alleviate that situation which had already existed. 

Major Yares. At Fort Bliss? 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. At Fort Bliss. Because if some boys go out there’ 
and hunt with the commanding general’s permission, which he has 
authority under your AR 210-221 to issue—after he makes note that hé 
applied for a license and the State of New Mexico would not issue it’ 
to him, under your regulations the commanding officer can issue him 
a license and he can go out and just shoot up a storm, providing that’ 
he stays within the bound: ary of the commanding general’s orders. In’ 
other words, he does not have to comply with State regulations what=’ 
soever, but he does have to comply with the commanding general, and 
he can do what he wants to in New Mexico. And if the State man’ 
comes in, they can do like last time—somebody put a carbine in his 
back and march him off the base. 

You are going to have difficulty. You have not solved that situa 
tion at all. In fact, you have more or less restated your situation, and, 
you have the commanding general to back it up. Whether that is 
right or wrong I do not know. 

Major Yarrs. The Secretary of the Army closed that reservation in’ 
New Mexico to hunting until it is resolved so that both the State and’ 
military are happy about the situation. The regulation here is written 
for the majority of installations, sir. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. I recognize that. 

Major Yares. And that is an isolated instance which I do not have 
the answer to. We have closed hunting in New Mexico because there 
isa problem there. 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. I think the situation we had out there is what h: as 

caused more than any one thing else the new regulation. Let’s assume, 
this: Let’s assume—Congressman Metealf of Montana brought this up 
the other day—that 2 member of your command makes a statement 
that he ison the base, that he is stationed in that area. Without assum- 
ing that he has any military authority, such as general orders, what, 
situation is that to the military, it being stric tly civilian authorities. 


that he reports to that he is based there for 60 or 90 d: ays or indefinitely, 
to get a State license. 











190 MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 


Major Yarrs. Whatever the requirements of the State would be, 
he would have to show some sort of evidence that he was going to be 
there for 30 days or longer. Some States give him a resident license for 
whatever it costs. Some States will not require that he wait 30 days. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. Do you supply that to the officer when you supply 
him with credentials? 

Major Yates. Yes, sir, whatever the State requires; but normally 
it would be a set of orders. 

Mr. Rostnson. I think in about 35 of the States, if I understand 
correctly, the State will grant a license on the showing of orders indi- 
cating a permanent change of station. 

Am [right on that ? 

Colonel Roya. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rouruerrorp. I would like to know what percentage of your 
military bases and possible wildlife area the 35 States have. I notice 
most of your States that require longer periods are in an area where 
most of your military, particularly the Army, spreads out all over the 
area. In other words, your big bases are in the more restricted zones, 
In other words, in the less wildlife States you have less bases in 
comparison. 

Mr. Rogrnson. I would like to have Colonel Royal answer that. 
I do not know whether that works out that way or not. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. I mean I think the regulation has been on your 
smaller bases and less wildlife. The more “wildlife, the more people, 
the more land, your restrictions are heavier. 

Colonel Roya. I do not think that I can answer that question com- 
pletely, but I can point out that some of the States which permit the 
military to purchase a resident license upon bona fide assignment 
within that State are Idaho, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, 
Texas, Utah, Washington. I believe those are States in which there 
is considerable game population. 

Also, while I cannot answer completely, I believe there are quite 
extensive military installations within those States. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. THomson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Robinson: 
If I read that statement of your correctly, on page 1, if the State 
requires any period of residency for military personnel in order to 
qualify for a resident license, then they would not be required on mili- 
tary reservations to have any license. Is that a correct interpreta- 
tion or not? 

Mr. Rogtnson. I understand that under the regulations that have 
recently been promulgated and are now under consideration that that 
license is required on a Federal reservation. 

Am I right on that, Colonel ? 

Colonel Roya. Yes, sir; I believe in the same language that is 
written into H. R. 627, which is the 30-day requirement, the Depart- 
ment of Defense instructions will need modification to that extent, I 
believe. 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. Will the gentleman yield there / 

Mr. Tuomson. Yes. 

Mr. Rutuerrorp. The implication that I get from this very brief 
reading is that a person must apply under the 30-d: 1y rule, must be 
turned | down, before he is then given a commanding general’s license. 


If I understand it correctly, he must qualify under the 30- day rule, 


must apply, have his application turned down, and in his request it 
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must show that he made application, was turned down because the 


requirement was more than 30 days. That is what I understand from 
my reading of it. 


Major Yates. We only permit this 30-day rule to go into effect on 


_ exclusive-jurisdiction land. 


Mr. Ruruerrorp. Right. 

Mr. Tomson. This statement here says: 

Military personnel who hunt or fish on military reservations under exclusive 
Federal jurisdiction will not be required to purchase State hunting or fishing 
licenses unless they receive equality of treatment with local residents with 
respect to license fees and, further, unless no specific period of residency is 
required of military personnel to purchase a license. 

So that is further qualified, though, by this 30-day provision. Is 
that correct ? 

Major Yates. Yes. 

Mr. TrHomson. Does that extend only then to people who are regu- 
larly assigned to the base for 30 days? 

Colonel Royat. Yes, sir. 

I would like to point out one other thing too: that this applies only 
in seven States in the United States, this. particular restriction. All 
of the other States grant a resident license to military personnel upon 
bona fide assignment. There are only seven States which are con- 
cerned in this particular matter. If you would like I can give you the 
names of the States. 

Mr. Tuomson. I would appreciate it. 

Colonel Royau. The States are: Arizona, and that does not apply 
in Arizona to warm-water fishing and small-game hunting, only to the 
big-game hunting; Colorado, which is 1 year ; Indiana, 6 months; 
Montana, : 30 days; North Dakota, 6 month; Oklahoma, 60 days; Penn- 
sylvania, 30 days; South Dakota, 6 months; Wyoming, 1 year. 

Mr. Tuomson. I think you can appreciate the problem I was con- 
sidering, which is that there are certain types of game to which, I 
would take it, this would extend, like elk. 

Colonel Roya. Yes. 

Mr. THomson. When there is a very restricted number available, 
and if you have to give out more you get into a problem of not being 
able to take care of that type of game, if you have to extend licenses 
to all military personnel. 

Colonel Royar. I do not know whether there is any elk hunting on 
military reservations in Wyoming or not. 

Mr. Tuomson. No; there is not. What I mean is: that comphi- 

‘ates the control of game with regard to the military reservation it- 
self because you are not in compliance with the Army regulation inso- 
far as these other species are concerned that are not involved on the 
military reservation. From what I can find I do not think we have 
had any great problem in the State of Wyoming with regard to that. 
Certainly I know that the State is interested in extending all their 
recreational facilities to the military. I think there is still pending i in 
the State legislaure—if I am not mistaken, it has already passed the 
senate—a measure to reduce that to a 30-day requirement there. 

Colonel Roya. I believe so. 

Mr. Tuomson. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Weaver. 

Mr. Weaver. I have no questions. 

The Cuatrman. Mr, Burns. 
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Mr. Burns. I have no questions, 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Abbott. 

Mr. Asporr. On the last page of your statement, Mr. Robinson, 1s 
‘this statement : 

As stated in the opening paragraphs of this statement, it is already the policy of 
the Department of Defense to permit public hunting where practicable, and there 
are military reservations where this policy has been in effect for years— 
and so on. 

You are opposed to any opening of military installations to public 
‘hunting and fishing subject only to trespass and security regulations; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Roprnson. Well, yes; plus any inconsistency with the mission 
at the base. 

Mr. Asporr. What exceptions other than trespass or security regu- 
gations would dictate its closure to public hunting? 

Mr. Roptnson. I think safety might be one. 

Mr. Assorr. Are there any other factors? 

Mr. Rostnson. Safety, trespass, security, and mission of the base 
I think would be comprehensive enough to cover all I can think of 
‘at the moment. 

Mr. Axnporr. The question touched on by Congressman Thomson 
probably goes to the heart of the collision between State and military. 
It was earlier testified that there were no real problems, or in the 
main there were very few problems, and then there was a 20-minute 
discussion on one of them that has not been solved in 30 years in New 
Mexico. 

But, in any case, the States maintain that the game and fish within 
military reservations are ferae naturae, that they are the property 
of the States and not the military. That is probably a moot question 
if this legislation is effected. 

May I ask you this: Would the Defense Department be opposed 
to making mandatory a requirement that unless the responsible State 
game official approved any plan for hunting and fishing within the 
reservation there would be no hunting and fishing within that reser- 
vation ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. Offhand, on the basis of the question, I would think 
their position would be opposed to that. As I interpret the way you 
put it, that would put complete control in the hands of the State fish 
and game people as opposed to the requirement and the responsibility 
of the base commander for that base. 

Mr. Anporr. Of course, what it would do would put in control of the 
State officials property which they assert they are responsible for 
ih any case. 

What objection would the Defense Department have to— 

. Mr. Rozrnson. I do not understand that is true with respect to 

reservations over which the Federal Government has exclusive juris- 
diction. 

Mr. Assorr. And this would include, of course, reservations over 
which the military has exclusive jurisdiction. 

Mr. Robinson, if I may explain. The State takes the position— 
admitting that the military have legal jurisdiction within the reser- 

vations, they argue that that jurisdiction does not apply to control, 
management, and disposition, so to speak, of the fish and game 


resources. 
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Now what objection does the De partment of Defense have to letting 
the responsible State game official or State conservation official come 
up with the final yes ‘or no as to whether there shall be any fishing 
or hunting within a, reservation ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. He would be the one then, as I understand it, who 
would, in effect, determine whether or not there was a safety question 
involved, whether there was a security question involved, whether it 
conflicted with the mission of the base; he would be the final determiner 
of that question. 

Mr. Assorr. I believe not. I certainly did not intend to frame it 
that way, Mr. Robinson. The question is: Shall there be any hunting 
and fishing within X reservation ? 

Maybe it is the conclusion of the State game official there should be 
no hunting and fishing in there because of depleted game, cover, or 
something else, a desire to e xpand game or fish within the reservation. 

Mr. Roxsinson. Let’s put it the other way. Suppose he says there 
shall be, and the base commander takes the position this is going to 
conflict with the safety. As you have put it, the determination by 
the State official controls, and he can have anyone go in there he wants 
who has a State license. 

Mr. Asgorr. You see objection to a State game official reaching a 
conclusion that a watershed was being damaged by reason of deer not 
being taken and requiring that the military permit State game officials 
come in to slaughter those deer or remove them, which has been done 
in many instances ¢ 

Mr. Rorinson. No. I think these things can be worked out on the 
cooperative basis. But the way you are putting it, as I understand 
it, the ultimate decision is going to be made by the local official re- 
gardless of what the commander has to say with respect to safety, 
security, or the mission of the base. 

Mr. Anvorr. The question was not intended to embrace, Mr. Robin- 
son, the conditions under which any desired hunting or fishing would 
co forward. It was rather the basic question of whether there would 
be hunting and fishing. 

Let me come to the next question—— 

Mr. Rosinson. I think that can easily be determined now on a 
cooperative basis between the commander and the local officials. 

Mr. Anpsorr. But is it not permissive if you do it that way ? 

Mr. Rorsrnson. I do not see the objection to making it permissive, 
and I do not see what you gain by making it mandatory. 

Mr. Anrorr. Mr. Robinson, you have just cited an area covering 
something like 700,000 acres in New Mexico which, by reason of a 
historic dispute which testimony showed last year goes back to 1930, 
is not being hunted or fished at all today. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Roptnson. I do not know. The Army says “Yes.” 

Mr. Anrorr. That area does have some deer and perhaps other game 
population, What is the State supposed to do if they feel that water- 

shed is being depleted by reason of the cover removed by a deer popu- 
lation getting out of hand? 

This bill, in light of your testimony, would do nothing to meet that 
‘ondition. 

Mr. Roptnson. I do not know the facts of this particular case. I 
am not convinced that this is an insurmountable problem. 

Mr. Anrorr. No, it probably is not, but the basic question—— 
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Mr. Rosrnson. I do not see necessarily how you would—I am in- 
clined to think you would generate a lot of other problems unneces- 

sarily by the requirement which I believe you have in mind. 

Mr. Axngorr. Then let me go to a question touched on earlier with 
the Army witnesses. Camp McCoy, of course, is an example fre- 
quently cited. If you had a mandatory State role, then the question 
of enforcement or enforceability, the total number of supervisory 
personnel, might indeed not arise. 

Let us take Camp McCoy as an example. Supposing the State 
game official concludes, on the basis of the game population, the deer 
population there, and the overall deer population surrounding the 
area, that 3,000 deer should be taken within that area, and that duri ing 
a 30- ‘day hunting season it would be desirable to have a minimum of 5 
wardens on the area. Yet the military because of its reduced garrison 
can promise only two. Would you see an objection to making m: — 
tory, again, the role of the State officiall responsigle for game conserva 
tion and management in this way? Ifthe military was unwilling or 
unable to do the job of managing and conserving game and enforcing 

regulations, then the State would come into play. 

The gap in the legislation, perhaps, is, in light of your testimony, 
that you can have all of these regulations and you can have this law, 
but there is no assurance in the end that you are going to have orderly 
management and enforcement if the military says, “Security says we 
cannot let anyone, cn luding the State game official, in.” 

Mr. Rosrnson. I do not agree with your assumption, which is the 
basis for your whole ar gument, that the military is unable or unwilling 
or incapable of performing its job in this particular area. 

Mr. Assorr. Now, Mr. Robinson, you have testified here about the 
fine relationship which exists between the military and the States in 
which installations are located. 

Mr. Rogtnson. That is right. 

Mr. Assorr. Yet our own records show that the regulations which 
stood for some 5, 6, or 7 or 8 years were suddenly changed on 3 different 
occasions, as nearly as I can determine, with some “military depart- 
ments in the past 12 months. There must be some reason for those 
regulations having been changed. One of them you cited yourself— 
this change in the regulations last November. 

Mr. Rorsrnson. That is understandable. 

Mr. Assorr. Again the question is: Would you object to making 

mandatory the role of the established State game conservation officials 
in deciding whether there would be hunting : and fishing within a mili- 
tary reservation ? 

Mr. Rorgrnson. I would answer that again “Yes,” because that puts 
him in a position of overriding the base commander’s decision as to 
whether or not such an activity would conflict with the mission of the 
base or would conflict with his opinion as to the safety or security of 
the base. 

Mr. Anpsorr. Last year we had testimony that it was the decision 
of the commanding general at Fort Bragg, N. C., that live deer should 
be transported from Fort Bragg outside the State to Fort Benning, 
Ga. This was labeled a conservation move. The laws of the State of 
North Carolina prohibit the removal of game except under State regu- 
lations by anyone. How do you deal with a situation like that, on 
the premise that you have just set down ? 








MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 195 


Major Yates. In that case, as soon as it was discovered that they 
were violating a law it was stopped. 

The reason they transported deer out of the State was, as I under- 
stand it from the report, years before in 1920 or 1921 some deer were 
shipped into Fort Bragg for the same purpose, and that they were 
shipped out last year to decrease the ree and to help other 
installations. As soon as it was discovered, they stopped the practice 
and it is no longer going on. 

Mr. Azporr. Major, would the military assert that they know more 
about the management and conservation of game, whether it is within 
or without a military reservation, than do the State officials responsible 
for that function ? 

Major Yares. I do not think they would assert they know more; 
no, sir. 

Mr. Ansorr. But it is still not clear why the military would object— 
it is not clear at this point, and perhaps a statement in some detail 
would be in order—to making mandatory and binding the inclusion of 
the State game official, which would make meaningful the intent of 
all of these regulations. 

Mr. Rosrnson. I think I have answered that as best I can, Mr. 
Abbott, because I think that power in the State official could very well 
conflict with the commander’s decision as to the safety and security 
and the local official’s decision would be overriding. 

Mr. Sisk. Will counsel yield there ? 

This has a bearing on that question. It would still mean that as 
a prerequisite in this area that you are considering it would be required, 
first, that the commanding officer, whoever he might be, of that par- 
ticular post must declare that it is satisfactory and it is permissible 
to hunt on this area, subject then to the decision of the State commis- 
sioner or whoever might be in charge in the State. In other words, 
this is doing away with any possibility of conflict with security or 
safety or any other things you are talking about. Putting it on that 
basis, would you object ? 

In other words, here would be the example: If the commander said 
that it is permissible to hunt on this reservation, this particular area, 
but then that ruling would be subject to being overridden by the 
State official, who might say that there could not be hunting. Would 
you object to permitting the State official to have the authority of veto 
over the commanding officer of the area ? 

That eliminates any possibility of infringement on safety or security 
or any of those things, because if the commander said there could not 
be any hunting, there would be no hunting. 

Mr. Rosrnson. The thing that is difficult for me to understand is why 
there has to be a mandatory requirement when it is already required 
of the base commander by the regulations and policies of the Defense 
Department that he will cooperate with the State officials. There are 
instances of that sort. 

Mr. Stsx. That is not the question under consideration. The ques- 
tion under consideration, as I understand to be propounded by the 
counsel, was the assumption by the State that the game and fish on 
these reservations are the property of the States even in military reser- 
vations. Going on that assumption, then, of course, the control and 
regulation should fall under the jurisdiction of the States. 

Surrounded by such safeguards as would be necessary to guarantee 
no infringement upon safety, security, and such things as you enumer- 
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ate, I cannot understand why you should object, when to me there 
would be no possible infringement of safety or security. 

The Cuatrman. Are you through, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. I guess so. I did not get an answer to my question. 

Mr. Roprnson. The only answer I can give is that that requirement 
is already incorporated in the regulations that there will be compliance 
with the time limit, the season. 

The Cuaman. As I understand Mr. Sisk’s point, it is that the fish 
and game people of the State for the purposes of conservation might 
want to limit hunting or cut back the hunting on a military reserva- 
tion in order to give the species or game an opportunity to reestablish 
itself, and it certainly would not involve any question of security or 
anything else. 

The point is, Mr. Robinson: As I understand, the military says, 
“We will cooperate.” But what do we do with the fellow who does 
not cooperate? And you know as well as I do that the military con- 
sists of people and people have the tendency from time to time, some 
of them, to be arbitrary and capricious, and especially people who 
have authority. 

So what the committee is trying to do, recognizing the fact that in 
the end they are going to be h: indled by the military, this is a negative 
control for the purpose of assuring the propagation of fish and game. 
It seems to me Mr. Sisk has a good point and the answer of coopera- 
tion is no answer at all. 

The question is whether or not, since the fish and game is a State 
resource, the fish and game officials should have the right to veto par- 
ticularly that fish and game on a military base for purposes of conser- 
vation and permit that game to reestablish itself. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The Cuatrman. Back on the record. Mr. Burns. 

Mr. Burns. Mr. Robinson, under the questions that counsel pro- 
pounded a moment or two ago, let us say that the fish and game 
authorities of a State decide that there should be so many deer killed 
in one particular season. Is there any great difficulty, keeping civil- 
ians entirely off, that the Army should see that that many deer were 
killed around there? 

Mr. Roprnson. None whatsoever, and I think the local commander 
would be derelict in complying with his regulations if he did not 
cooperate with the local officials. 

Mr. Burns. That is the point of the question he was raising a while 
ago. Or vice versa, the one raised by Mr. Sisk, the opposite one, that 
you stop all hunting. 

Mr. Roginson. The further question, as I understand it, is the neces- 
sity of making that requirement in this law. 

Mr. Burns. Sure. 

Mr. Assorr. But how the compliance—Mr. Rutherford stated in 
one instance a State game official was pee removed from a res- 
ervation area. We had testimony last year from the State of Ne- 

rada—and the Governor of Nev: ada sale ied to that statement— 
that in the case of Nellis-Tonopah range for a number of years, I 
believe 7 or 8, a State game official or any State game official had been 
absolutely denied access to the mountain sheep area within that range 
for the purpose of making count. He did not know whether the bands 
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were under control, or how many were being taken, what the propa- 
gation situation was at all. 

But you feel that your regulation would open it to cooperation, 
but they do not mandate cooperation. The decision in your view 
should be that of the military commander on the basic question of 
whether there should be any fishing or hunting. 

Mr. Rostnson. In the instance that you have just cited, it seems 
to me to be a clear indication that the base commander has not coop- 
erated. I think that isa disciplinary matter. 

Mr. Aspsorr. Let me ask a followup question 

Mr. Rostnson. He has failed to comply with the regulations. 

Mr. Azrorr. But it is all within the Department, and if the Depart- 
ment, again, is unwilling or unable for one reason or another to disci- 
pline, then who is to dise ipline, and who is to assure there will be con- 
servation and management of the game and fish resources within the 
reservations ? 

Mr. Rorinson. I think you are assuming something that I would 
not be willing to accept—that the Department is incapable or unwil- 
ling to enforce its regulations. 

Mr. Annorr. The follow up to that is this: Would you object to 
legislation making it mandatory that State game offic ials be permitted 
to come within milits wry reservations ? 

= ou would object to that, C aptain? I see you nodding your head. 

Captain Vosmick. I am Captain Vosmick, of the Marine Corps. 

We would violently object to any such legislation since we feel the 
local commanding officer has a mission and he is the man to make 
the decision as to who should or should not for reasons other than 
strictly conservation. As you stated the proposition, any State official 
could come on any military reservation regardless. 

Mr. Asporr. Not necessarily at any time, Captain. We were told 
last year and did not go into the details of it—the Fish and Wildlife 
Service has indicated they would be glad to come up and spend several 
hours pointing to such areas as Aberdeen Proving Grounds and other 
areas in Maryland where waterfowl offer pretty attractive hunting 
targets. The statement last year was that State game officials and; 
in some instances, United States fish and wildlife officials were ke “pt 
waiting at the gate, presumably while blinds were being emptied of 
people hunting out of season. 

Whether that is or is not fact, the question is—you have restricted 
areas within your military reservations, and normally the house: 
wives who may live on the post are denied access to those areas. You 
have other areas that are posted by reason of firing. But if you have 
somebody over on the fringe of a reservation hunting, or if an area 
is open to hunting at any given time, do you feel that it would be dam- 
aging to the security if where those people were hunting you had a 
State game official, who had the most careful sec urity clearance, that 
would be permitted to come in and observe whether in fact the regu- 
lations were being complied with? 

Captain Vosmick. I think it leads back to another question. While 
we do not have any objection, as such, to the State game official coming 
into the reservation, I think the commander has a certain responst- 
bility toward the safety of the game official in there. Who is liable 
in case that agent gets his head blown off ? 

Mr. Anporr. Then would you see objection to making it mand: tory 
that the military set some time within reasonable periods of the crucial 











198 MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 


propagation or taking periods during which State game officials 
could come in to make their observation, and that they would not be 
forcibly removed from the post? 

Captain Vosmicx. I am only qualified to speak for the Marine 
Corps. That legislation would be fine with us because we now do it 
on all our reservations, unqualifiedly. 

The CHAmman. It is getting close to the time we have to go before 
the House, and we have two important matters affecting this com- 
mittee on the floor of the House. 

Without objection, the letter addressed to the committee counsel, 
dated January 14, 1957, with the attached information, from the 
Department of the Army may be made a part of the record. 

(The documents follow :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE ADJUTANT GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., January 14, 1957. 
Mr. Georce W. Axpgorr, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Assotr: Pursuant to your recent telephone request made to a 
representative of this office, as well as to the office of the Director of Legislative 
Liaison, Department of the Air Force, there is submitted herewith a summary 
compilation of the statutory provisions of 22 States outlining the residence 
requirements for purchase of resident hunting licenses, comparison of resident 
and nonresident fees for various types of hunting licenses, and special licensing 
provisions relating to members of the Armed Forces of the United States, where 
such provisions are contained in the State statutes. (Incl. 1). 

This list has been compiled subsequent to your request for this data and 
eorrectly reflects the provisions of the State statutes in question. It should 
be used in lieu of the list which was furnished to you during hearings on H. R. 
10371 and related bills (reported out as H. R. 12185) in the last session, another 
copy of which is also attached for your information. (Inecl.2). The compilation 
that was furnished to you during the aforementioned hearings was extracted 
from the attached directory for the Armed Forces of State Fish and Game author- 
ities, prepared by the National Recreation Association. (Incl. 3). It has been 
determined, however, that the compilation prepared by the National Recreation 
Association has failed to reflect passage of recent legislation in several instances 
so that information contained therein is incorrect with respect to many of the 
States listed. It further appears that many of the special provisions listed for 
servicemen in such compilation were enacted during World War IT as purely 
wartime measures, and are no longer in effect. These facts are being brought to 
the attention of the National Recreation Association by separate action of this 
office. 

In general, this latest compilation shows that the laws of the various States 
are quite different insofar as they apply to the privilege afforded military per- 
sonnel to purchase hunting licenses. Some States, such as Arkansas, California, 
Indiana, Maryland, Mississippi, South Dakota, Texas, and Virginia, require 
residency periods of 6 months in the State, immediately preceding date of ap- 
plication for the license, before a resident license can be issued to military 
personnel who do not make their permanent abode in that State. In Arizona, 
this problem is particularly acute in that the State law requires one year “wait- 
ing period” before a resident license can be issued. Other States, such as New 
Hampshire, New Mexico, and New York, afford military personnel the privilege 
of purchasing resident licenses by virtue of the fact that they are on duty within 
the State, whereas New Jersey and Rhode Island afford such privilege to non- 
resident servicemen regardless of their station. Louisiana is most liberal with 
respect to servicemen, and requires no license of military personnel, regardless 
of their station. 

I trust that this information will prove helpful to you. In the event that you 
require any additional data on this subject, please do not hesitate to call upon 
this office for necessary assistance. 


Sincerely yours, 


Hersert M. JoNEs, 
Major General, United States Army, 
The Adjutant General. 
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DIRECTORY FOR THE ARMED ForcCEs OF STaTE FISH AND GAME AUTHORITIES 


Pertinent information concerning residency requirements, license fees, and 
archery hunting, prepared by National Recreation Association, New York, 
N.Y. 

FOREWORD 


This compilation, made at the request and for the use of the personnel of the 
Armed Forces, of the various fish and game authorities in the several States, 
residency requirements relating to procurement of fishing and hunting licenses, 
status of archery hunting and the various license types and fees required, is based 
on the latest information available, as of May 1955, and every effort has been 
made to analyze the various laws succinctly and correctly. 

Because of the fact that the various seasons for taking of fish and game, areas 
open and closed, limits of take, etc., change from year to year, it is urgently 
suggested that copies of the latest synopsis of fish and game regulations be ob- 
tained by those interested in fishing and hunting. Copies of such synopses can 
be obtained singly or in quantities by writing the State headquarters in the Stat: 
concerned, and can sometimes be obtained from the local game warden or con- 
servation officer. 

Many States publish informational maps, which show locations of open areas 
and where good fishing and hunting may usually be found; also pamphlets pictur- 
ing and describing the wildlife of the State as well as other educational bulletins, 
such as Organizing A Wildlife Club, Raising Pheasants or Other Came Birds, ete. 

The services of conservation education lecturers, special biologists, local game 
wardens, and materials can usually be procured without charge. Such materials 
may be movie films, slides, demonstration equipment, ete. All can be helpful it 
the planning of programs for sportsmen’s club meetings. 

The excellent cooperation received from the offices of the several State authori 
ties in providing the information compiled herein is gratefully acknowledged 

Haroutp W. Latrurop, 
Compiler, Special Defense Field Representative, 
National Recreation Association 


’ 
i 


JUNE 1, 1955. 
ALABAMA 


State headquarters: Department of Conservation, C. G. Hixon, Chief, Divisio: 
of Game and Fish, Montgomery, Ala. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel stationed in, or who are residents 
of Alabama but stationed elsewhere, may purchase resident licenses. Military 
personnel stationed outside of the State must purchase nonresident licenses 
Civilian residencv requirement is 6 months. 

Archery hunting: Permitted in some counties under special regulations. 


Licenses Resident | Nonresident 

Fishing 

Annual $1 

7-day $2 
Hunting 

Annual : watt ~ | 3 

7-day - ee . . 5 

EIS isto ii Fe cnwckeneende@cs sine shwonew ones cacti stl 2S 


ARIZONA 


State headquarters: Arizona Game and Fish Department, John M. Hall, di- 
rector, Phoenix, Ariz. 

tesidency requirements: Military personnel stationed in Arizona may procure 
@ special warm water fishing and small game license for the same price as the 
resident rates. All other licenses for military personnel are the same as for non- 
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residents. Military personnel must be stationed in Arizona for 1 year before being 
eligible to purchase resident licenses. 
Archery hunting: Permitted for big game under special regulations. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 
Fishing, special warm water $1. 50 
Special combination warm water fishing and small game 7. 00 
Prout fishing 2. 50 $10 
Combination warm water and trout fishing 3. 50 
Hunting, resident, general 1. 00 
Deer tag 1.00 
Deer license and tag 50 
rurkey tag 1 50 10 
Javelina license and tag 1. 00 5 


License and tag. 


ARKANSAS 


State headquarters: Game and Fish Commission, T. A. MeAmis, executive 
secretary, Game and Fish Building, Little Rock, Ark. 


Residency requirements: Military personnel who are residents of Arkansas 


but stationed elsewhere may purchase resident licenses Military personnel 
permanently stationed in Arkansas may purchase resident licenses beginning the 
date such permanent station is established. Military personnel not permanently 


stationed in Arkansas must obtain nonresident licenses. 
Archery hunting: Permitted on resident hunting licenses and by nonresidents 
both under special regulations. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 

Fishin 

Annual $1.50 $5.00 

10-day 2.00 
Hunting 

Annual 1. 50 

Except fur-bearing animals 25. 00 

Except deer, turkey, and bur-bearing animals 15. 00 
lo hunt or trap fur bearers con rcially 50. 00 
Dog-use permit for game huntir ist be obtained 1. 50 





CALIFORNIA 


State headquarters: Department of Fish and Game, Seth Gordon, Director, 
926 J Street, Sacramento, Calif 

Residency requirements: Military personnel on active duty in California and 
bearing suitable identification are not required to hold a fishing license. There 
is no special consideration of length of residence by servicemen and 6 months 
continuous period establishes residency for procurement of other licenses. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain regulations. 


License Resident Nonresident 
Fishing $3 $10 
Fishing, 10-day 3 
Hunting 3 25 
Deer tag 1 10 
Archery, deer tag l 10 
Phe int tags l l 


COLORADO 


State headquarters: Game and Fish Commission, Thomas L. Kimball, execu- 
tive director, Denver, Colo. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel stationed or headquartered in 
Colorado may from the time they reach the State qualify for a resident hunting 
and fishing license. Military personnel not stationed in Colorado, but who 


88986—5 7—_—14 
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entered the service from Colorado and who have not voluntarily changed their 
residence to another State, retain their residence privileges. Military personnel 
not stationed in Colorado, and who did not enter the service from Colorado, must 
establish their residency for at least 90 days prior to applying for resident licenses. 
Civilian residency requirement is also 90 days. 

Archery hunting: A statewide preseason period has been established under 
special regulations. 


Resident | Nonresident 


i 


Licenses: 


ee oto patatacehte.CoNGS es ; $4.00 | $10.00 | 
Combiration fishing and small game hunting ‘ paeehe ou 5. 00 _ 
Fishing, 5-day____- : , 3 aie ares : 3. 00 
Hunting, small game : C7 2.00 ‘ 
Hunting, bird and small game at i : 10. 00 
Hunting, deer ‘ i 7.50 | 40. 00 
Hunting, elk , Z Be as 10. 00 50. 00 
Hunting, turkey ; 5.00 |. 
Hunting, antelope Bake 10.00 |. 
CONNECTICUT 
State headquarters: Board of Fisheries and Game, Lyle M. Thorpe, superin- — | 
tendent, 2 Wethersfield, Hartford, Conn. 
tesidency requirements: Military personnel may procure a combination license 
to hunt and fish in Connecticut for a fee of $1.35. When applying for and using 
such license, such persons shall carry credentials indicating full-time membership 
in the Armed Forces of the United States. Civilians must have resideney within 
the State recorded with the town clerk to obtain resident licenses. 
Archery hunting: No published regulations permitting same. 
Licenses Resident Nonresident 
Fishin 
Mak $4. 35 ; 
Femal 2. 36 t 
3-day, male or femal 1.3 18 
Combination fishin 
Mal 6.3 15. 35 
Female 5. 35 TS 
| 
DELAWARE 
State headquarters: Board of Game and Fish Commissioners, Dover, De 
Residency requirements: Military personnel stationed in Delaware may pur 
chase resident licenses. Residency requirement for civilians to purchase resident 
licenses is 1 year 
Archery hunting: No special law or season but bow and arrow may be used for 
deer hunting during regular season 
Li Re Ni 
Fishing $y OF 7. 5 
Hunting 2.25 15. 
FLORIDA 
State headquarters: Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission, Tallahassee, Fla 
Residency requirements: Military personnel stationed in Florida are considered 


residents of Florida in the issuance of licenses to fish and hunt. 
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Archery hunting: Permitted under special provisions. 


Licenses | Resident Nonresident 
| | 
Fishing, fresh water (14-day) - hint se | $2. 00 $3. 25 
Hunting: | 
State (annual) j 7. 50 | 26. 50 
10-day continuous mist a aaa 11. 50 
County -.-- i a i | 2.00 | 
Other-than home county . | DDE ccetiniionen 
i | 


Norg.— Licenses not required of residents to flsh noncommercially with 3 poles in county of legal residence 


GEORGIA 


State headquarters: State Game and Fish Commission, J. O. Bowen, Chair- 
man, 412 State Capitol, Atlanta, Ga. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel stationed in Georgia may pur- 
ehase resident licenses, but if stationed in a State other than Georgia and are not 
residents of Georgia, they are required to purchase nonresident licenses. 

Arehery hunting: No published regulations permitting same. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 
Fishing $1. 25 | (‘) 
Fishing, 1-day } $1. 00 
Fishing, l0<lay 3. 25 
Combination fishing and hunting | 3. 25 
Hunting 2. 25 20. 2 
Hunting, 10 days ! 10, 2: 

1! Annual-reciprocal. 
IDAHO 


State headquarters: Idaho Fish and Game Commission, Ross Leonard, Director, 
518 Front Street, Boise, Idaho 

Residency requirements: Military personnel ordered to duty stations in Idaho 
are permitted to purchase resident hunting and fishing licenses. Wives of mili- 
tary personnel are required to reside in the State at least 6 months before becoming 
eligible for procuring resident licenses. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under special provisions. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 
Fishing $2. 50 $12 
Fishing, 5-day { 
Combination fishing and hunti 1. 00 
lunting 2 ‘KO 
Fishing and hunt pl s for additional sy 


ILLINOIS 


State headquarters: Department of Conservation, Glen D. Palmer, Director, 
Springfield, Lil. 

Residents requirements: Military personnel may fish with hook and line without 
being requir d to have a license. Military p rsonnel, regardiess of where the, 
are stationed, are granted the privilege of hunting on a resident license. The 
possession of credentials as to active assignment is nee’ssary to obtain such priv 
ilege, however. Civilian residency requirement is 6 months. 

Archery hunting: Permitted on some species and under definite regulations, 


License Kesident Nonresident 


rishin 
Hook am ( ks or Ie $1 &4 
10-day perm 7 
lrot line, « 
tlunting 


Hunting, reciprocal th State of residency but minimum of Ll; 
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INDIANA 


State headquarters: Department of Conservation, Division of Game and Fish, 
Emmett L. Lewis, Director, Indianapolis, Ind. 

Resideney requirements: Military personnel hold the same status as civilians 
and a residency of 6 months in Indiana is required to obtain resident licenses. 

Archery hunting: No published regulations permitting same but apparently 
permitted, since the Director may issue nonresident archer licenses. 


Licenses Resident | Nonresident 
Fishing, female $1 
Hunting and fishing 2 $15.50 
Fishing | 
Annual =4 re - . 3. 
14 day 2 
Hunting, deer ‘ 5 


Archer’s permit i \ 
Trout stamp, $1: pheasant tags, $0.10 


IOWA 


State headquarters: lowa Conservation Commission, Bruce Stiles, Director, 
East Seventh and Court, Des Moines, Iowa. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel are not required to have a hunting 
or fishing license during time of war and such concession has been continued 
pending decision by attorney general to the contrary. 

Archery hunting: No special provisions published 








License Resident Nonreside 
Fishing $1. 50 
Fishing, reciprocal] but not less than ‘ i a $3 
Hunting 1. 50 |... 
Hunting, reciprocal but not less thar = 
Combination fishing and huntin 2. 50 
KANSAS 


State headquarters: Forestry, Fish and Game Commission, Pratt, Kans. 
Residency requirements: Military personnel who are stationed in Kansas haves 
been permitted to purchase resident licenses, even though such privilege is not a 
part of the fish and game code. Civilian residency requirement is 60 days. 
Archery hunting: No published regulations permitting same. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 


Fishing $2 
Hunting 2 
Fishing 

Nonresident, fee equal to that charged a nonresident by the State in 


which the applicant is a resident but in no case less than : $3. OU 

Nonresident, 15-day, same as above but not less than 1. A 
Hunting, nonresident, same as above but not less than ; 5.10 ‘ 
- | ( 

KENTUCKY 
State headquarters: Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources, Karl Wallace, 
commissioner, Frankfort, Ky. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel on active duty, stationed in Ken- 

tucky, may hunt and fish on a resident license, applicable as soon as they are 
stationed within the State. Civilian residency requirement is 1 vear. 
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Archery hunting: Permitted but under special provisions. 


Licenses | Resident | Nonresident 
Fishing am . aanaks ee eel $2 | $5. 00 
Hunting : ; P cee? 2 thee 3 | 15. 50 
ON SIGN «Us. 5. inden eid oes ei a. eee sia axel 2.00 


LOUISIANA 


State Headquarters: Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, L. D. ‘Young, Jr., 
Director, 126 Civil Courts Building, New Orleans 16, La. 

Residency requirements: Men and women of the Armed Forces of the United 
States are exempted from procuring and paying for hunting and fishing licenses. 
Civilian residency requirement is 6 months. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under special provisions for certain species of 


game. 

Licenses Resident Nonresident 
| did ‘ 
| Fishing $1 | $5 

Fishing, 7-day 2 


Hunting 


Note.—Hunting, nonresident, fee equal to that charged a nonresident by the state in which the applicant 
s a resident. 


MAINE 


State headquarters: Department of Inland Fisheries and Game, Roland H. 
Cobb, Commissioner, Augusta, Maine. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel stationed at bases in Maine, 
their wives and children, enjoy resident status. Other civilian residency require- 
ment is 3 months. 

Archery hunting: Permitted fer deer and other game in open season. Cross- 
bows prohibited. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 
Fishing . $2. 25 $7. 75 
Hunting 2. 25 20. 25 
Combination fishing and hunting 4.25 
Archery 4. 25 10. 25 
Hunting, all game except deer 10. 25 
Fishing i 
3-day 3. 25 
15-day , 4.75 


All game. 
MARYLAND 


State headquarters: Game and Inland Fish Commission, Ernest A. Vaughn, 
Director, 516 Munsey Building, Baltimore 2, Md. 

Residency requirement: A permanent resident of a Government reservation 
shall be entitled to obtain a resident hunting license. This provision, however, 
does not apply to a fishing license. A resident is a person who has resided in 

Maryland permanently for a period of not less than 6 months during the preceding 
12 months. 
Archery hunting: Permitted for killing of deer but under special regulations. 


Licenses | Resident Nonresident 
Fishing ; | $1. 50 $10. 00 
Hunting: 
Statewide _- ; 5. 25 20. 00 
County | 1. 25 
Fishing, 3-day 1.75 
Sneak boats, where legal (residents only) - - 5. 50 
PDuckblind - - 5. 50 
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MASSACHUSETTS 


State headquarters: Division of Fisheries and Game, Robert H. Johnson, 
director, 73 Tremont Street, Boston 8, Mass. 

Residency requirements: Members or persons commissioned or enlisted in the 
military or naval service of the United States and stationed within Massachusetts 
can quality for a resident license. Civilian residency requirement is 6 consecutive 
months. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under special regulations and conditions. 


| 
Licenses | Resident Nonresident 





Fishing ‘ | $7.75 
Fishing, women’s_ i) is oui scsee 

Hunting -- 15. 25 
Combination fishing and hunting---- 20. 25 


MICHIGAN 


State headauarters: Department of Conservation, Gerald E. Eddy, Director, 
Lansing 26, Mich. 

Residency requirements: All regularly enlisted or commissioned personnel of the 
Armed Forces on active duty and officially stationed within Michigan are eligible 
to procure resident hunting and fishing licenses. An individual who was a resident 
of Michigan at the time of his enlistment or induction in the Armed Forces con- 
tinues to be eligible to purchase resident licenses so long as he remains on active 
duty, even though assigned outside the State. Civilian residency requirement is 
6 consecutive months immediately prior to application. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 

Fishing, except trout $1. 50 $4 
Troutstamp ; 1.00 | ! 
Fishing, 15-day (except trout ; 
Hunting: 

Small game 2.00 15 

Deer and bear 3. 50 35 

Bow and arrow for deer and bear 3. 50 10 


MINNESOTA 


State headquarters: Division of Game and Fish, 325 State Office Building, 
St. Paul 1, Minn. 

Residency requirement: Military personnel when stationed in Minnesota are 
permitted to apply for resident licenses upon proof they are stationed in the State. 
A resident of Minnesota stationed outside of the State and returning to Minnesota 
on a furlough or leave does not need a license but must carry with him his leave 
papers. Military personnel not residents of Minnesota and not stationed in the 
State must buy a nonresident license to hunt or fish. Civilian residency require- 
ment is 6 consecutive months prior to application. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 


| | 


Licenses | Resident | Nonresident 
Fishing Lees ea | $1. 50 | $4. O1 
Fishing, combination for man and wife 2. 00 
Hunting: 
Small game 2. 00 
Deer with firearms 3. 50 
Deer with bow and arrow 3. 50 
Moose_-- 5. 25 
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MISSISSIPPI 


State headquarters: Game and Fish Commission, Wade H. Creekmore, Director 
of Conservation, Post Office Box 451, Jackson, Miss. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel must be residents of the State for 
6 months preceding the date of application for resident fishing or hunting licenses. 
All provisions of the game and fish laws apply to the military personnel and 
civilians alike. Civilian residency requirement is 6 months preceding date of 
application. 

Archery hunting: Permitted with longbows under special conditions. 


| | 
Licenses Resident Nonresident 
Fishing $1 $5 
Fishing, 7-day- | 2 
Hunting: 
Ceunty (does not permit turkey or deer) . at 1 | 
All game and fishing, State 7 J 4 


All game 
Small game (but not deer and turkey) 
3-day (but not deer or turkey) 


MISSOURI 


State headquarters: Missouri Conservation Commission, I. T. Bode, Director, 
Monroe Building, Jefferson City, Mo. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel stationed and residing in Missouri 
are considered to be residents of the State for the purpose of purchasing hunting 
and fishing permits. Residents of Missouri in the Armed Forces stationed 
without the State may, on their return to Missouri, obtain resident permits. 
Nonresident military personnel must obtain nonresident permits when hunting 
and fishing in Missouri. Civilian residency requirement is 6 months continuously 
next preceding application. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 
Fishing ; 2 use ; $2 | $5 
Combination fishing and hunting 


Deer permit 
Archers for deer 
Fishing, 7-day 


Hunting, except dee! ae 3 3 | 0 


MONTANA 


State headquarters: Department of Fish and Game, State Capitol, Helena, 
Mont. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel assigned to duty in Montana may, 
after a period of 30 days of residence within the State, and upon presentation of 
proper papers from the unit commander, apply for a resident license. The 30-day 
requirement is waived in time of war. Civilian residency requirement is 6 months 
next preceding application. 

Archery hunting: Permitted for deer during special season, under certain regu- 
lations. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 
Bird and fish $3 
Fishing ; $10 
Fishing, 6-day... 3 
Hunting 
Big game (must hold bird and fish permit also had 3 . 
Game bird 25 
Big game and fishing (includes bird, 1 deer, 1 elk, 1 bear, 1 goat, and 
lantelope a. 100 
Archery, in aidition to big game license 2 
Special permits 
Moose ya 25 
Mountain sheep 15 
Mountain goat 5 
Buffalo_- 25 
Deer in specified areas 20 20 


Antelope in specified areas y 20 ) 
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NEBRASKA 


State headquarters: Game, Forestation, and Parks Commission, Paul T. 
Gilbert, Chief Conservation Officer, State Capitol, Lincoln 9, Nebr. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel stationed in Nebraska may hunt 
and fish in the State on a resident license, upon proof of such military service 
and assignment. Civilian residency requirement is 60 days prior to application. 

Archery hunting: No published regulations permitting same. 


Licenses Resident |s Nonresident 
Fishing ___- $1. 50 | (1) 
Combination fishing and hunting -- - -- a iio ee 2. 50 | “i 
Hunting_-_- : ; 1. 50 | (2) 


| 








! Fee equal to that charged a nonresident by the State of which the applicant is a resident, but in no case 
less than $10 per year or $3 for a 10-day permit 
2 Same as fishing with per year minimum of $10. 


NEVADA 


State Headquarters: Fish and Game Commission, Frank W. Groves, Director, 
51 Grove Street, Reno, Nev 

Residency require ments: Military personnel permanently stationed in Nevada 
will be able to obtain the same hunting licenses as the bona fide residents of the 
State. Applications, however, must be made through the commanding officers 
of the various military installations in the State. A 6-month residency is re- 
quired to obtain resident fishing licenses, which is the same requirement as for 
civilians. Military personnel of original Nevada residence stationed outside the 
State of Nevada may obtain free hunting and fishing licenses for use when home 
on leave. 

Archery hunting: No published regulations permitting same. 


= 


Licenses | Resident Nonresident 
IE soc ccnkds : ee ee ; ‘ $3. 50 | $5. 00 
ea ; imbemaecee F sees 3. 50 | 25. 00 
eer Wig ......... = ; ae i 2. 50 | 25. 00 
Fishing, 5-day-_-_---- “a ‘ oa > cade : Seok 3. 0 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 


State pemmnas bees: Fish and Game Department, Ralph G. Carpenter II, 
Director, Concord, N. H. 

Residency re aoe ments: Military personnel quartered in the State or who are 
guests of a resident may apply for a special nonresident servicemen’s license 
at the same fee as a regular resident combination hunting and fishing license. 
Any resident of the State on regular active duty in the Armed Forces may obtain 
a resident serviceman’s license without fee. Civilian residency requirement is 
6 months next prior to application. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 


' 
Licenses Resident | Nonresident 


I 6s octinians : anata sikeg agadncauiahlalaleh anal iuly aise ea sme ‘il $6. 25 
Fishing, 3-day _-_--- ‘ sesbaseeeeda écncsacsdogicens| cogemmaadesses 2. 75 
Combination fishing and hunting eaue a pckecnseans een 4.00 ods babe 
I Rt Dis SiS oa ee Lact ane eGhonanesadacauccteuses shen “a 2. 50 | 20. 25 
Preseason archery permit (plus hunting RI se aS ae . 2. 00 3.00 
Preseason arc hery (10-day) without ee ee eee Lanes tention caeedeset | 10. 00 
MND. aden deck iccenneses Lobb ehOgeeens—ephened>cedeanssoszauseute cond 2.50 | 20. 2 
| 
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NEW JERSEY 


State headquarters: Department of Conservation and Economic Development, 
Division of Fish and Game, A. Heaton Underhill, Director, 1035 Parkway Avenue, 
Trenton, N. J. 

Residency requirements: A resident of New Jersey who is in active military 
service may hunt and fish without a license in that State. Military personnel, 
although nonresidents of New Jersey but in active service, may obtain a resident 
license. Civilian residency requirement is 1 year continuously next preceding 
application. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 


Licenses | Resident | Nonresident 
Fishing. $3. 15 $5. 50 
Trout stamp ‘ 1.00 | 
Hunting: 
With firearms _- aoe | 3.15 | 15. 50 
Archery aed nae : | 3.15 weccsieale 
1-day- ‘ ‘ . sites bbstblentitlne 2.15 


NEW MEXICO 


State Headquarters: Department of Game and Fish, Homer C. Pickens; State 
Game Warden, Santa Fe, N. Mex. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel permanently assigned to installa- 
tions within the State of New Mexico may obtain resident hunting and fishing 
licenses upon certification by their commanding officer. Civilian residency 
requirement is 6 months next preceding application for license. 

Archery hunting: No published regulations permitting same. 


Licenses Resident | Nonresident 
Fishing ---- (eenckinbbntedhbkadtaaaamamne itech lar ciaada iran eteivisusiiaincoaiy pict $3. 50 $8. 00 
Fishing, 5-day __ potiad a Laboeen / psi ded ni elds cen ttioeee aS ere Re ah 3. 00 
Hunting: 
I i A aia sii aad ease sri itil 4.00 15. 25 
Big game (deer, bear, wild turke y, squirrel). ate akon ecneaberm eas 5. 00 50. 25 
General (big game and bird)___.__.-- Vidi adden seeeese bn aebaele 6. 50 eR bees 
Combination general, hunting and fishing_.................-.-....--.--..--. COD fac. .censsuntnn 
Hunting: 
Nongame (mountain lion, bobcats, coyotes, rabbits, skunks, and pee 
cupine) _- Juidcdbadsekdacdecdadinea pdokitnabibbbtaede i (‘) 10. 00 
Antelope (drawings held) .. sien tied bdbandetintebuitiiacttldaciiemsal 10. 00 40. 00 
Bear (before and after big-game se ason) - a3 : ie aie (2) 25. 00 
Elk (drawings held) -_- ~ sate Sogea a sewoeeas 15. 00 50. 00 
Javelina.- : i diet fncalihihiatebde & ied atthe 1. 00 25 00 
Mountain or Barbary sheep... sic aneliai ciara seceeedeadenas 20. 00 100. 00 


1 No license required. 
2 Big-game license. 
NotTr.—Tags: special-season deer, $2: beaver, $1. 


NEW YORK 


State headquarters: Conservation Department, Louis A. Wehl, Commissioner, 
Division of Fish and Game, Albany 1, N. Y. 

Residency requirements: Active members of the United States Armed Forces, 
when having on person furlough or copy of leave order and service identification 
tag, are not required to obtain licenses. Civilian residency requirement is 6 
months in order to obtain resident licenses. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and re pena 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 
| 
Fishing___- — ‘ i : a $2. 25 $5. 50 
Fishing, 3-d uy. : 2. 75 
Combination fishing and hunting (excepting deer and bear) mal 3.75 
Hunting: 
Except deer and bear_. been eres cnoae : : 2. 25 10. 75 
eae 2. 25 10. 00 
PI a heriiiinn at tnniek semi ihchhmetehiditiin 5. 28 10. 00 
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NORTH DAKOTA 


State headquarters: State Game and Fish Department, H. R. Morgan, Com- 
missioner, Bismarck, N. Dak. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel must have been assigned to active 
duty within the State for at least 6 months before becoming eligible to hunt small 
game or fish on a resident license. Civilian residency requirement is 6 months. 

Archery hunting: No published regulations permitting same. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 

I cca chains ‘ - $1. 00 $3 

Hunting____- 1. 50 25 

LPOG NSO. onc iccss 7 ; 5. 00 50 
OHIO 


State headquarters: Department of Natural Resources, Division of Wildlife, 
Charles A. Dambach, Chief, 1500 Dublin Road, Columbus 12, Ohio. 


Residency requirements: Every person on active duty in the military or 
naval forces of the United States is permitted to hunt and fish in Ohio without 
a license, provided identifying evidence is carried on person. Civilian residency 


requirement is 1 year before applying for a resident license. 
Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 





Fishing_-_-- $3. 25 
Fishing, 10-day-_-_-_- . — a aah ta ial ti . seiinkctial 1. 25 
Hunting-_- : ; ne 2. 25 15. 25 


OKLAHOMA 


State headquarters: Game and Fish Department, David Ware, Director, 1018 
State Capitol Building, Oklahoma City 5, Okla. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel stationed in Oklahoma are allowed 
resident fishing and hunting privileges only after they have been continuously 
residing in the State for 60 days or more immediately preceding application for 
license. Citizens of Oklahoma, serving in the Armed Forces on properly author- 
ized 10-day leave of absence from military duty and serving outside the State of 
Oklahoma, are exempt from license requirements. Civilian residency require- 
ment is 60 days prior to application for license. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain regulations and restrictions. 


Licenses Resident | Nonresident 
Fishing ancien . ide OS ee co Ane $2. 00 $5. 00 
Fishing, 10-day a a ; J. but = SS ake ae 2. 25 
Combination fishing and hunting 2 staal eee — ; 3. 50 ‘ 
Hunting__..__- Sataegeshae aghie pitied enieieededaebeees te 2.00 | (‘) 


| Fee is reciprocal with nonresident hunting license fee of hunter’s home State, but not less than $15. 


OREGON 


State headquarters: State Game Commission, P. W. Schneider, Director, 1634 
Southwest Alder Street, Portland 8, Oreg. 

Residency requirements: Members of the Armed Forces are entitled to pur- 
chase licenses at resident rates. Civilian residency requirements are 6 months 
before application for license. 


oe et teed et 
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Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 


| 


Licenses Resident | Nonresident 
Fishing : \ ida Oe : : $4. 00 $15 
Fishing, 7 days . : pivensiehianwe 5 
Hunting ‘ ; 4.00 35 
Combination hunting and fishing é 7.00 
Deer tag, plus license_. 1.00 15 
Elk tag, plus license ‘ ‘ ‘ ae 7. 50 35 
Antelope tag, plus license ; 5.00 aa 


Note.—Archery permit free upon application. 


PENNSYLVANIA 


State headquarters: Pennsylvania Game Commission, J. C. Gilford, Director, 
Harrisburg, Pa.; Pennsylvania Fish Commission, C. A. French, Director, Harris- 
burg, Pa. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel must be permanently stationed 
within the State 60 days next preceding application for resident licenses. Civilian 
requirements are the same. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations, 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 
Fishing : ba Lb) aatheaee ket daideistusse $2. 60 1 $2. 60 
Fishing, tourist, 5-day ...--- ied : <3 Sinb Siababeals Slat bctho adel aa 2. 00 
Hunting. ...;... wah , - a \ danempimminneted ssiecanlienl 3.15 20. 00 
Archery deer license, plus hunting license wt paar ia 2. 00 2. 00 


1 Reciprocal] but not less than $2.60 


RHODE ISLAND 


State headquarters: Department of Agriculture’ and Conservation, Division 
of Fish and Game, Thomas J. Wright, Chief, 83 Park Street, Providence 2, R. I. 
Residency requirements: Military personnel may purchase resident licenses 
regardless of place of station. Members of the armed services who are residents 
of Rhode Island may fish and hunt without a license, providing proper identifica- 
tion papers are carried in addition to wearing their authorized military uniform. 
Residency requirement for civilians is 6 months prior to application for licenses. 
Archery hunting: No published regulations permitting same. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 
Fishing | $2. 25 $5.15 
Fishing, 6 days e | ‘ 1. 50 
Hunting... -.--- ° pesteteial 2. 25 10. 00 


SOUTH CAROLINA 


State headquarters: Wildlife Resources Department, Division of Game, A. A. 
Richardson, Director, Columbia, 8. C. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel, resident or nonresident, are en- 
titled to hunt and fish in the State without licenses, upon presentation of official 
furlough or leave papers. Military personnel stationed in South Carolina are 
considered residents, as long as they are stationed in the State, and may fish and 
hunt on resident licenses. 

Archery hunting: No published regulations permitting same. 


Licenses Lesident Nonresident 
Fishing ; $1. 10 $10. 25 
Hunting 3. 10 15. 25 
Hunting, county 1.10 


Note.—Special fishing permits on certain lakes, $1.10. 
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SOUTH DAKOTA 


State headquarters: Department of Game, Fish, and Parks, Elmer Peterson, 
Director, Pierre, 8. Dak. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel are required to have been stationed 
in South Dakota on active duty for 6 months preceding application for resident 
licenses. Military personnel stationed outside the State are required to purchase 
nonresident licenses. Bona fide residents of the State in military service may 
purchase resident licenses when home on furlough. Civilian residency require- 
ment is 6 months as a bona fide resident of State prior to applying for license. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 








Licenses Resident | Nonresident 
eas 7 
Fishing__-_- sagbide dn bc ocknnet apecgingchteie + $2.00 | bs 
Fishing, 3-day - ccna : snceiinnmenhtlie: ta aaud at l 
Hunting, game bird__._-_._.____- ist nie tien varus ccucee ; a 2.00 | ~» 
Hunting, big game .__.._.__-- : we i ee aceasta i ci 7. 50 | 35 
| 
TENNESSEE 


State headquarters: Game and Fish Commission, Hayden W. Olds, Director, 
Jordell Hull Building, Nashville 3, Tenn. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel stationed in Tennessee, regardless 
of their legal domicile, may by Commission policy purchase resident fishing and 
hunting licenses. Military personnel while on furlough may fish or hunt in Ten- 
nessee without a license, providing furlough papers must be on their person at all 
times. Civilian residency requirement is 90 days prior to filing application for 
license. 

Archery hunting: No published regulations permitting same. 


Licenses | Resident Nonresident 
a — ous — ——E o ees ences 
ey), ee agbii : eh SR | £0. 50 | 1 $1 
MIE; MOUOO WING. 35 «sda nits 0 onic cane cee ceUseans iui ‘ | 1.00 | 
Combination fishing and hunting. -__...............---.-- \ } eres 


Hunting, 3 days.__..._.._- Peres os EA SSR ES Ss ibis i { 
Fishing 


bi dao atau dbea‘en tal ol : a > duchess wid | é (*) 


13 days. 
2 Same as fee charged for a similar nonresident license by the State ef which the applicant is a resident but 
in no case less than $5. 


TEXAS 


State headquarters: Game and Fish Commission, Howard D. Dodgen, Execu- 
tive Secretary, Austin, Tex. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel are accepted as residents upon 
entering Texas when officially assigned there, and may purchase fishing and 
hunting licenses. Civilian residency requirement is 6 months prior to applica- 
tion for license. 

Archery hunting: No published regulations permitting same. 


| 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 
Fishing, fresh-water ___-_-_-- ‘ , Gasas $1.65 | $5. 25 
Fishing, 5-day | ; 1.65 
Hunting--- i ; = : : 2.15 | 25. 00 
Hunting, migratory bird, 5-day-_, 5. 00 


NoTE.—Salt-water fishing: No license reqnired. 
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UTAH 


State headquarters: Department of Fish and Game, J. Perry Egan, Director, 
1596 West North Temple, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel stationed in Utah can purchase 
a fishing and hunting license at the regular license fee. Residency period for 
civilians is 1 year. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 


Licenses 


Resident | Nonresident 
Fishing 
Fishing, 5-day permit . 
Hunting- game bird | 3. 50 
Hunting, deer 
Combination fishing, birds, and deer 


| 
| 
$3. 50 $10 
4 
15 


3. 50 40 
6. 00 


VERMONT 


State headquarters: Fish and Game Serviee, Geerge W. Davis, Direetor, 
Montpelier, Vt. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel stationed in Vermont are permitted 
to obtain resident licenses if they have a certificate from their commanding officer 
stating that they are stationed in the State. Resideney period for civilians is 
6 months. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 


Licenses | Resident Nonresident 

Fishing sats $1.75 | $5. 25 

Combination fishing and hunting 3. 50 18. 00 

Fishing, 3 consecutive days 2. 00 

Fishing, 14-day_- | 3. 50 

Hunting 2. 25 15. 00 
VIRGINIA 


State headquarters: Commission of Game and Inland Fisheries, I. T. Quinn, 
Executive Director, 7 North Second Street, Richmond, Va. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel regularly located or stationed in 
Virginia may procure resident licenses. Residency requirements for civilians 
is 6 months. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 

Fishing | 

State $3. 00 $10. 00 

City 1.00 |_. Ras 

3-day : 1.50 
“ombination fishing and hunting, county 1.00 
Hunting, State 3. 50 15.75 
Big game stamp, State 1.00 2. 50 


NoTE.— National forest stamp, hunting and fishing, $1. 


WASHINGTON 


State headquarters: Department of Game, John A. Biggs, Director, 509 Fair- 
view Avenue North, Seattle 9, Wash. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel assigned to a military installation 
within the boundaries of the State for a tour of duty are permitted to purchase 
1 resident license. Residency period for civilians is 6 months. 
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Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 





Licenses Resident | Nonresident 
Fishing___- 1 $4.00 $10 
Fishing, county ee 2. 50 
Combination fishing and hunting ‘ 2 Les 27.00 25 
Combination fishing and hunting, county - -- 3. 50 
Hunting i 4.00 
Fishing, 7-day 3 
Supnlemental elk seal 5. 50 5 
Supplemental goat seal 5. 50 25 
Deer seal OO tT... 
Hunting, game bird (except Oregon and Idaho a . 15 
Oregon reciprocal: 
Fishing 15 
Fishing, 7-day -- 5 
Fishing and hunting 65 
Game bird 35 
Idaho reciprocal: 
Fishing and hunting : ; 50 
Game bird 20 


1! Except Oregon resident 
2 Except Oregon and Idaho. 


WEST VIRGINIA 


State headquarters: Conservation Commission, Carl L. Johnson, Director, 
New State Office Building, Charleston, W. Va. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel assigned to a station in the State 
and who move their families there with the expectation of being there for some 
time are considered residents of the State. Residency period requirement other- 
wise is 6 months prior to applying for a license. Residents of West Virginia on 
active duty in the Armed Forces, while on leave or furlough, may fish and hunt 
in the State, and leave or furlough papers shall serve in lieu of licenses. Civi 
residency requirement is 6 months. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 





J te lent Nonre lent 
Fishing, statewide $2 £10 
Combination fishing and hunting, statewide 3 
Fishing, statewide (6-day 3 
Hunting, statew ice 9 20 
Hunting, bow and arrow ) 
Nortes.— National forest supplemental fishing, $1, National forest supplemental hunting, $1, Ohio River 
fishing for Ohioans, $2, Ohio River hunting for Ohioans, $2. Special nonresident State park and State 
forest fishing, head ol nily (1 week only), $2.50; each additional member (1 week only), 50 cents 


WISCONSIN 


State headquarters: Conservation Department, L. P. Voight, Acting Director, 
State Office Building, Madison, Wis. 

tesidency requirements: Military personnel who either enter the service from 
Wisconsin or are stationed in the State will be issued, free of charge, licenses for 
fishing and small-game hunting, and will be eligible to apply for resident deer- 
hunting licenses. Civilian residency requirement is | year. 

Archery hunting: Permitted under certain conditions and regulations. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 

Fishing ! $1.00 | $5 
Hunting | 

Small game 2. 00 

Exclusive of deer 25 

Including deer | 50 

Archery, for deer only | 10 

Deer | 2. AO SS 
Fishing, man and wife 6 


Military personnel free 


NOTE.— Nonresident fish shipping coupons, limit 3 per license, $1 each 
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WYOMING 


State headquarters: Game and Fish Commission, Lester Bagley, Commissioner, 
Cheyenne, Wyo. 

Residency requirements: Military personnel, as with civilians, must be stationed 
in the State a full year before becoming eligible for resident licenses. 

Archery hunting: No published regulations permitting same. 


Licenses Resident Nonresident 
Fishing $1.50 $10 
Fishing, tourist, 5-day permit 3 
Hunting, bird 2. 00 10 
Combination bear, bird, fish, and deer 5. 00 
Combination elk, bear, bird, and fish 5. 00 
Combination fishing and hunting (1 bear, 1 deer, 1 elk, birds and fish 100 
Mountain sheep permit 15. 00 75 
Moose permit 15. 00 75 
Bear permit (special) (1 bear 5. 00 
Bear permit (special) (2 bear 25 
Antelope permit 5. 00 25 
Deer permit (special) -. 20 


The CuHatrMan. We have the Department of the Navy and the 
Department of the Army here, who were here for information pur- 
poses, I assume. Those services have been represented here anyway. 
We will close this aspect of the testimony. 

I would like to say that we are not going to go into this water-title 
problem because that section has been removed from the bill, although 
there is some reference to the filing of information statements with 
respect to requirements for water, which is another matter. 

‘Tomorrow we have the Interior Department and, as far as the Chair 
is aware, that winds up the testimony on this bill. It has been ham- 
mered around here a good many days, and we ought to get down to 
writing it up because there is not, as I understand, substantial disagree- 
ment about it. There may be disagreement in some cases as to detail. 

Mr. Rorrnson. If I may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to throw out 
two questions that disturb me somewhat in connection with section 4. 
One may be somewhat immaterial. I do not know. 

Is the intent by reference to the Territories in there to include 
island possessions 4 

I do not know whether the problem arises in connection with island 
possessions or whether it is restricted to Hawati and Alaska only. 

The second question: As the language now reads, it assumes that the 
Territory of Alaska has authority to legislate on licenses. I am not 
sure that is correct. 

The Cuamman. We are going to have to correct that. We had a 
gentleman in here from Alaska, and we will have to work that language 
out because actually they operate under a Federal agency rather than 
Territorial agency. 

Mr. Roprnson. That was my thought. If that is true, then I think 
we would be in the position of discriminating against Alaska in refer- 
ence to the States which now would be required 

The Cuamman. We recognize the deficiency in that section and 
intend to clear it up. 

Mr. Rostnson. That is the only point I wanted to make. 
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The Cuamman. Thank you very much for coming again and the 
assistance you and your associates have given the committee. 


The committee will stand adjourned until tomorrow morning at 


10 o’clock when we will take up the regularly scheduled legislative 
business and then proceed to hear the Interior Department witnesses, 
and all other witnesses, unless otherwise notified, are excused. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the committee adjourned, to reconvene at 
10 a. m. Wednesday, February 6, 1957.) 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:10 a. m., in the com- 
mittee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Clair Engle (chair- 
man of the committee) presiding. 


The Cuarraman. The House Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs will be in order. 


At this point, without objection, there will be made a part of the 
record the following letters from official State organizations and other 
groups in support of this legislation. 


(There being no objection, it was so ordered. The material referred 
to is as follows :) 


STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
CONSERVATION DEPARTMENT, 
Madison, February 5, 1957. 
Hon. CLArr ENGLE, 


Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. ENGLE: I am informed that there will be a hearing on bill H. R. 627 
in the near future and wish to call to your attention the enclosed copy of a 
letter we sent to Congressman Lester Johnson, of Wisconsin, in regard to 
similar bills considered by the last session of Congress. Our stand on this 
matter has not changed and we generally urge the passage of your measure as 
expressed in H. R. 627. 

However, our comments on this bill as expressed in the attached letter still 


remain. We would be appreciative of an answer to our question if that answer 
is known. 


Thank you for this consideration. 
Respectfully yours, 
L. P. Vorcut, 
Conservation Director. 


Mapison, May 381, 1956. 
Hon. LESTER JOHNSON, 


Representative for Wisconsin, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DrAr Mr. JoHNSON: I wish to inform you of our support for the passage of 
your bill, H. R. 11001, and Congressman Clair Engle’s similar bill, H. R. 10871. 
Please present this endorsement to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
when you appear for this legislation. 

Although Wisconsin will not be affected by the provisions of this measure to 
the same degree as the Western States, our people will receive the benefits of 
its enactment. We would even prefer seeing the 5,000-acre restriction reduced 
to 1,000 aeres to reduce’ the incentive for shifting land-use patterns without 
opportunity for sufficient consideration by elected representatives of the people. 
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We were not clear as to whether or not Wisconsin’s military reservations 
were affected by this bill because we do not know if any portion of them were 
created from the public domain. As this information will be needed as soon as 
this legislation becomes law, we would appreciate your advice on this question. 

Thank you for your support of such worthy conservation measures. 

Sincerely yours, 
L. P. Voter, Conservation Director. 





TENNESSEE GAME AND FISH COMMISSION, 
Nashville, Tenn., February 6, 1957. 
Congressman CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: Our attention has been drawn to H. R. 627 by a 
dispatch from Washington via United Press, date lined February 5, 1957. We, 
therefore, would appreciate the opportunity of commenting upon the subject. 

We long have felt that curbs should be placed on the military with relation to 
wildlife and rejoice in the fact that H. R. 627 apparently attempts to serve the 
function. “Brass” long have regarded military reservations as their private 
hunting and/or fishing preserves. To achieve this situation, they often hide 
behind nonexistent yet patriotic-sounding skirts of “security” and “national 
defense.” The extent to which some military men go in this regard is high- 
lighted in the celebrated Wichita Mountain land-grab scheme at public expense. 

With your indulgence, we would like to list our views on several facets to the 
situation. 

First, we consider a law (such as H. R. 627) a necessity because Defense 
Department directives, however well-intended, are subject to individual inter- 
pretation by base commanders. Often these interpretations take the form of 
weird whims. From the experience of just this one State, we could cite almost 
as many different hunting-fishing policies as there are Military Establishments. 
These policies run the gamut from one of excellent cooperation down to one 
precluding any consideration whatever. In one instance, “Brass” operate a 
private waterfowl shooting preserve without regard to either State or Federal 
hunting regulations. Only a law will curb these excesses. 

Second, few (if any) military reservations have the benefit of advice of per- 
sonnel trained in the wildlife professions. As a result, those operating “on 
their own” have attempted wasteful introductions of species of wildlife which 
could not possibly survive in the local habitat. Such a procedure could permit 
introductions of harmful species, a threat to whole areas because wildlife abide 
by no reservation signs. 

Third, charges made by military spokesmen (as relayed hy the aforementioned 
article) that State authorities seek “absolute control” over wildlife on reserva- 
tions are utterly ridiculous. States merely wish to insure that hunting and 
fishing on military bases conform fo statewide regulations with relation to open 
seasons, bag limits, and creel limits, methods of taking wildlife, and impor- 
tations. We do not know of any State wildlife administrator who would be so 
presumptive as to attempt to dictate even who should hunt a military base let 
alone where thereon or in opposition to actual (not imaginary) needs for secu- 
rity or safety. 

Fourth, we believe that military organizations should be required to show a 
definite need before being permitted to expand size of bases or to create new 
ones. In view of greater amounts of leisure time expected to be enjoyed by 
the masses of people, future demands for outdoor recreational space are bound 
to keep pace with an expanding population. Growths of municipalities, indus- 
tries, airports, roads, etc., already cut deep into amounts of land available for 
hunting and military needs should be made to conform with the overall con- 
servation picture. It is our observation that some bases in Tennessee already 
are too large and many portions thereof are inadequately utilized. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT E Hyver, Director. 
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House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., January 16, 1957. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Represent- 
atives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Cian: I am forwarding you a copy of a memorandum which I have 
received from the Minnesota commissioner of conservation regarding your 
military lands bill. 

I thought you might be interested in having this. 

Sincerely yours, 
EuGENE J. McCartruy, 
Member of Congress. 





STATE OF MINNESOTA, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
St. Paul, January 10, 1957. 
Hon. EvGENeE J. McoCarrnuy, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. McoCarruy: Attached you will find a memorandum from James W. 
Kimball, director of game and fish, expressing approval of the military lands 
bill by the Honorable Clair Engle, of California. 

I concur in Mr. Kimball’s views and will certainly appreciate your support 
of this legislation. 

All members of the Minnesota congressional delegation are being sent this 
information. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE A. SELKE, 
Commissioner of Conservation. 





OFFICE MEMORANDUM 


STATE OF MINNESOTA, 
DIVISION OF GAME AND FIsH, 
January 10, 1957. 
To: Mr. George A. Selke, commissioner of conservation. 
From: James W. Kimball, director, game and fish. 
Subject : Congressional legislation, Engle bill. 

I believe it would be advisable for us to contact our congressional delegation 
telling them that we favor passage of the military lands bill, commonly known 
as the Engle bill, which would require that all hunting, trapping, and fishing 
on military installations be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the 
State or Territory in which such lands are located. 

We have no serious problems along this line in Minnesota, but this has created 
a serious problem in other States which are deserving of our support. 


JAMES W. KIMBALL, 
Director, Division of Game and Fish. 


COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES, 
Frankfort, Ky., February 5, 1957. 
Congressman ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: Your bill H. R. 627 has been studied quite a bit 
by my commission and this department and we are supporting the passage of 
such legislation. I think that this bill should be passed without any conflicting 
amendment and this is the sentiment of the League of Kentucky Sportsmen, of 
Kentucky, which numbers about 70,000 organized sportsmen, my game and fish 
commission, and the department itself. I truly hope that this bill will be re- 
ported favorably for passage by your committee. 

Yours very truly, 
EARL WALLACE, 
Commissioner, Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, 
WILDLIFE RESOURCES COMMISSION, 
Raleigh, N. C., February 1, 1957. 
Hon. Cram ENGLE, 
Member, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. ENGLE: We are interested in your H. R. 627, limiting with- 
drawals of public lands for military purposes and requiring military commanders 
to observe State wildlife conservation laws. 

Last year we were afforded the privilege of testifying on behalf of the 
North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission before yours and the Honorable 
Herbert C. Bonner’s committees on a similar measure. I have read the reports 
on these hearings with much interest. We are grateful for the favorable con- 
sideration given this measure by the House of Representatives last session. 

As a result of this House action in 1956, the Army issued a regulation which 
has had some favorable effect in obtaining better cooperation on game and fish 
protection matters from local commanders. Attitudes and regulations frequently 
change, however, and we feel that action by Congress is the only way that the 
public interest in our valuable wildlife resources on military reservations can 
be permanently protected. We urge enactment of your H. R. 627. 

Liberty is being taken to forward a copy of this letter to North Carolina’s hon- 
orable Senators and Congressmen with the hope that they may be in a position 
to assist. 


Respectfully yours, 
CLYDE P. PATTON, 


Ezecutive Director. 


STATE OF NEw HAMPSHIRE, 
FIsH AND GAME DEPARTMENT, 
Concord, February 5, 1957. 
Congressman ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: We feel strongly that H. R. 627 should be en- 
acted. into Federal law. We realize that by regulation the Defense Department 
requires that military authority abide by the State fish and game laws, but we 
also realize that regulations are subject to change and interpretation by the 
various military commands all over the United States. 

Therefore we feel H. R. 627 is essential. 


Sincerely yours, 
RawtpeH G. CARPENTER 2D, Director. 


GAME AND FiIsH CoMMISSION, 
Austin, Tex., February 5, 1956. 
Hon. CLArr ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: The wildlife conservation people of Texas are in- 
terested in the passage of H. R. 627 which would limit military withdrawals of 
public lands and require State regulations to apply to all military areas. 

This measure is important as a guaranty that proper management of the 
wildlife resources of our State is assured, and it would forestall recurrence of 
hunting abuses that have occurred in the past. 


Yours very truly, 
H. D. Donaren, Executive Secretary. 


MIssourI CONSERVATION COMMISSION, 
Jefferson City, Mo., February 5, 1957. 
Hon. Ciarr ENGLE, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR Mr, ENGLE: It has come to our attention that the Department of Defense 
may object to H. R. 627, your bill which would limit military withdrawals of land 
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and require State game and fish law compliance on military reservations. It has 
been stated that the Department of Defense would contend that such a law is 
not necessary since that Department has by regulation required that the mili- 
tary authorities abide by the State game and fish laws. 

In order to assist you in counteracting this possible testimony by the Defense 
Department, I wish to advise you that the Missouri Conservation Commission is 
strongly in favor of H. R. 627. I am attaching a copy of a letter which we sent 
to each Congressman from Missouri. 

We appreciate your efforts in behalf of the military-lands bill. 

Very truly yours, 
WirttaAM E. Towett, Acting Director. 


JANUARY 8, 1957. 
Hon. Morcan M. MOvULDER, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Movutper: It has been reported that the military-lands bill, requiring 
congressional approval of all military withdrawals of land in excess of 5,000 
acres and making compliance with State game and fish laws mandatory on all 
military reservations, will be among the first order of business in the new Con- 
gress. This bill has been referred to the House Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

The Missouri Conservation Commission urges your support of this legislation. 
It is hoped that the bill will obtain an early passage in the House in order 
to give the Senate time for adequate consideration prior to adjournment. 

The bill would require that all hunting, trapping, and fishing on military 
installations be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Ter- 
ritory in which such lands are located. In order to require the military to 
comply with this portion of the bill, it is also necessary that States allow mem- 
bers of the Armed Forces on bona fide military duty to hunt and fish on terms 
as favorable as those allowed residents. This requirement applies only to the 
military reservations. In Missouri, military personnel on assigned duty in this 
State are already accorded privileges as residents in the purchase of hunting and 
fishing licenses. These licenses are honored throughout the State as well as 
on the military reservations. 

Your support of this legislation will be greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM E. ToweEtt, Acting Director. 


STATE oF New MExIco, 
DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND F Ish, 
Santa Fe, N. Mez., February 5, 1957. 
CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Encte: We of New Mexico wish to congratulate you on your fine 
attitude in the introduction of the military-withdrawal bill, H. R. 627. 

Here in New Mexico we are very concerned with the military authorities taking 
over excessive acreage, Without any consideration, on the pretense it is needed 
for experimental military work. We also expect them to respect States rights, 
regarding fish and wildlife resources. 

It appears now that there is no end to their request for more land for military 
use; and this situation has about reached the saturation point with us in New 
Mexico. 

I am enclosing two clippings from our local newspapers, which express the 
attitude of the people in New Mexico quite clearly. 

We are supporting you in this legislation and urge the immediate passage of 
H. R. 627. 

Sincerely, 
Homer C. Pickens, Director. 


STATE To Ficut MILtrAry LANDGRABS, COMMISSIONER SAYS 
ALBUQUERQUE (Special).—Land Commissioner Murray Morgan served notice 


today that his policy will be “to oppose with every means at our command” any 
attempt by the military to obtain State land for reservations. 
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In a speech prepared for delivery before the convention of the New Mexico 
Woolgrowers Association, Morgan said the land office will fight future land- 
grabs by the military “unless lands of equal value are made available for ex- 
change in advance of the military moving in and dispossessing our grazing 
lessees.” 

Morgan said that New Mexico wished to cooperate in every way possible with 
the national-defense effort and was proud to be in a position to be of such great 
help, but he added: “Cooperation is a two-way street, and New Mexico should 
not bear the burden of the defense effort for ali of the 48 States.” 

Morgan also spoke on the newly adopted policy of the land office to divest itself 
of its forest holdings as rapidly as possible through exchanges with Federal 
agencies having landholdings in the State. Morgan pointed out that the risk of 
costly fires was one of the reasons back of the new policy, but that just as impor- 
tant was the limitation by the enabling act on the use of trust funds for improving 
the State lands. 

Inability to spend funds for reseeding or soil erosion following fires causes 
damage to watersheds and lower elevations which are affected by such damage. 

“While the land office is primarily set up to serve as a caretaker or landlord 
for the various beneficiaries,’ Morgan told the sheepmen, “it also has a respon- 
sibility to the people of New Mexico who use those lands and who make the 
income of the land office possible.” 

He pledged that the beneficial policy changes made by E. 8S. Walker during the 
past 4 years would be continued in the future and improved upon whenever and 
wherever possible. 





LrEe Prepicts Untrep States To TAKE More ACREAGE 


Albuquerque.—Floyd Lee, veteran president of the New Mexico Woolgrowers 
Association. says Federal agencies want an additional 4 million acres of State 
land, ‘‘and the figure may be even higher.” 

Lee, here for the opening of the woolgrowers convention, said the organization 
probably will oppose any more Federal land grabbing. 

“Federal agencies, including the Atomic Energy Commission and branches of 
the Armed Forces, want at least another 4 million acres of land in this State,” 
Lee said. “The figure may be even higher. The Federal Government already 
owns 65 percent of land in New Mexico. 

Sheepmen oppose this. We probably will take a stand on this land problem 
at the State convention here. 

“T think the Federal Government should go to Mexico and use land west of 
El Paso, Tex. That land could be used under a cooperative agreement with the 
Mexican Government, and all branches of the service should use the land jointly. 

“The Government keeps acquiring land and yet it was announced recently 
that it is going to sell about 5 million acres.” 

About 1,000 woolgrowers and their wives are expected for the convention, 
which ends tomorrow. 

Lee said woolmen believe the Federal payment of $7.50 per ton to help drought- 
struck ranchers buy hay was “sufficient” and that New Mexico is the only State 
which has been paying an extra $2.50. He said New Mexico should, however, pay 
for the balance of the commitment it made. The State so far has paid only 
$184,000 toward an $833,333 commitment in the hay program. 
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KLORIDA GAME AND FRESH WATER FISH COMMISSION, 
Tallahassee, February 6, 1957. 
Hon. CLAir ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. ENGLE: Our attention has been called to the fact that the House 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee is now considering H. R. 627 which limits 
military withdrawals of land and requiring State game and fish law compliance 
on military reservations. 

We in Florida are wholeheartedly in support of this bill and have written to 
our delegation asking their support. While we have had full cooperation from 
the State armory board and the Air Force officials in Florida insofar as military 
lands in this State are concerned, we realize that this may not be the case in 
other States. We feel, therefore, because of the overall interpretation that could 
be applied in matters of this kind, that the passage of this bill is essential. 

Very truly yours, 
A. D. Atpricu, Director. 


NortH DAKOTA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT, 
Bismarck, N. Dak., February 7, 1957. 
Congressman ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: Very briefly, this letter is to reaffirm the stand of 
the North Dakota State Game and Fish Department and the sportsmen of the 
State of North Dakota in support of the passage of H. R. 627, unamended. 

Very sincerely yours, 
STATE GAME AND FIisH DEPARTMENT, 
H. R. Morean, Commissioner. 





THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
DIVISION OF FISHERIES AND GAME, 
Boston, February 8, 1957. 
Congressman ENGLE, 
Chairman of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C0. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENcte: I am writing in regard to H. R. 627, which I 
understand is now being considered by your committee. 

I feel, and I am sure that the sportsmen of this Commonwealth agree with me, 
that it is important that this bill receive favorable action from your committee. 
This proposed legislation adequately delineates the responsibilities of the mili- 
tary in regard to State fish and game laws on military reservations, responsibil- 
ities which are not now adequately defined. 

Please record this agency as favoring passage of H. R. 627. 

Sincerely yours, 


CHarRLes L. McLAUGHLIN, Director. 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
COMMISSION OF GAME AND INLAND FISHERIES, 


Richmond, February 6, 1957. 
Hon. Cia ENGteE, 


Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: This is to inform you that the Virginia Com- 
mission of Game and Inland Fisheries and the organized and unorganized sports- 
men of the Commonwealth of Virginia are favorable to H. R. 627. 

It is understood that this bill limits military withdrawals of land and re- 
quires that all those in the military service comply in every respect with the 
State game and fish laws on military reservations. At the proper time I ex- 
pect to contact the Virginia delegation in the Congress with an earnest request 
that they support your bill. 

Sincerely yours, 


I. T. Quinn, Executive Director. 
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STATE oF COLORADO, 
DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FISH, | 
Denver, Colo., February 1, 1957. 
Hon. CLarr ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Buiiding, Washington, D.C. 





DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: The Colorada Game and Fish Department favors 
the immediate enactment of H. R. 627. We feel that such a statute is necessary 
to justify military withdrawals and to require by Federal law that State game 
and fish laws be observed on military lands. 
Army regulations accomplishing the same purposes are subject to change and 
interpretation by various military commands. For this reason, we feel that ] 
Federal statutes should serve as the guidelines for the military in this regard. 
Very truly yours, ' 
TuHomaS L. K1MBALL, Director. : 
1 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, ‘ 
PENNSYLVANIA FISH COMMISSION, 
Harrisburg, February 5, 1957. 
Hon. Ciatr ENGLE, 
House Office Building, 

Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. ENGLE: You may recall that in the 84th Congress I was in touch with ! 
you with reference to your bill having to do with military lands and withdrawal ; 
of public lands for military purposes. You now have introduced H. R. 627 on the 
same subject. 

The Pennsylvania Fish Commission is still deeply interested in this subject. ‘ 


We have a number of military reservations in the Commonwealth where fishing 
is a factor. My interest goes beyond the military alone. I personally am 
strongly in favor of allowing the public to fish on areas of military reservations 
that are not sensitive from the standpoint of military security, and where the 
presence of the public would not cause problems of interference with routine 
reservation operations or create undesirable sanitary or housekeeping conditions. 

It is my opinion that legislation such as you and other members of the House 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs sponsored last session should be 
enacted and that it may possibly one day lead to the inauguration of the sort of 
thing I have outlined in this letter. I 

It is my understanding from some of the offices of the International Associa- 
tion of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners that the Military Estab- 
lishment may feel more kindly disposed toward legislation of this kind if there 
Were some sort of assurance that military personnel, in uniform and on assigned 
duty in a state, could procure fishing licenses as residents. In Pennsylvania the 
Commonwealth now requires 60 days residence before a resident license may be 
obtained. I am convinced that the Pennsylvania Fish Commission would be C 
glad to give serious and favorable consideration to the sponsoring of legislation to 
this end in the Pennsylvania General Assembly upon and after the enactment 
by Congress of a 1957 version of H. R. 12185. 

With good wishes, 

Sincerely, 


ih 


> me 


Wo. Vorer, Jr., 
Executive Director. 


I 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 11, 1957. 
Hon. CLatr ENGLE, 

Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, t 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. t 
Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Although hearings have been completed on H. R. 627 u 
and similar measures, I hope it is not too late to include the enclosed petition e 

in the record of the hearings. 
It is my pleasure to represent these members of the Pepin Sportsmen’s Club r 
in Congress. b 
Sincerely yours, a 





LESTER JOHNSON. 
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PePIN, Wis., February 6, 1957. 
Congressman LESTER JOHNSON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: This letter is in response to your call for a “louder and more in- 
sistent voice” on your bill H. R. 1148, whose purpose is to eliminate land grabs 
by military agencies and enforce local control of fish and game laws on military 
reservations. 

We, the undersigned members of the Pepin Sportsmen’s Club, are in support 
of H. R. 1148 sponsored by you and wish that this bill become a law in order 
to protect the remaining public hunting land from Government land grabs and 
possible sale of surplus into private ownership. 

It is also agreed, by the undersigned, that military reservations should 
observe the game laws of their respective States to insure the equality of the 
citizen and to protect wildlife from shameful slaughter. 

We urge you, Congressman, to work diligently for the passage of this bill so 
that those named below and other like us who fail to speak might be justly 
served. 

Yours very truly, 
PEPIN SPORTSMEN’S CLUB. 

This petition was signed by the following people: 


Gerald Hovde Robert Church Morris Berquist 
Roger D. Britton Rene Sass Harvey Frederick 
Ronald Marcks Stanley Engel Ed Stromquist 
Leonard J. Wiskerchen Harold Klinger Glenn R. Schruth 
Arnold R. Johnson Clare W. Marcks Chas. Ecelberger 
Dick Berg Donald K. Klinger Terrence Schruth 
Carl Frick Leroy R. Zeller Ronald Smith 
John Michalets V. Heinemann Cleon Peters 
Fred Blair Wilfred Kallstrom Coddie Jelen 
Arnold J. Olson W. M. Thompson 

I. H. Mattson Frank Olson 





TOLEDO NATURALISTS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Perrysburg, Ohio, January 30, 1957. 
Hon. CLATR ENGLE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. EnGte: Your bill, H. R. 627, has the unanimous support of the con- 
servation committee of the Toledo Naturalists’ Association as I have been author- 
ized to report to you. We supported the bill at the last session and hope that 
this session it will pass. 

The committee is grateful to you for the active work you are doing in the field 
of conservation which is so vital to the Nation. 

Sincerely, 
BEATRIcE S. ROSSELL, 
Member, Conservation Committee. 





CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., January 30, 1957. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR MR. ENGLE: The Chamber of Commerce of the United States endorses 
the principles of H. R. 627, to provide that withdrawals or reservations of more 
than 5,000 acres of public lands for certain purposes shall not become effective 
until approved by act of Congress. We recommend favorable action by your 
committee but suggest several important amendments. 

Withdrawals or reservations of public lands for such purposes as military 
reservations generally hinder or prevent the development and utilization of 
natural resources on these lands. Large withdrawals or reservations (5,000 
acres or over), therefore, should not be left to the discretion of the executive 
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agencies involved. Congress itself should determine if the proposed withdrawal 
or reservation is necessary for the purpose stated, and if the need outweighs the 
benefit to the Nation from the development and utilization of the natural resources 
on the lands involved. 

Although most withdrawals and reservations of 5,000 acres or more are for 
defense purposes, it is possible that they might be requested for other purposes. 
H. R. 627 should be amended to make it apply to all withdrawals and reservations 
of this size. 

Section 3 (8) of H. R. 627 would require that, if the purpose for which the 
area is proposed to be withdrawn or reserved will involve the use of water in 
any State lying wholly or in part west of the 98th meridian, the agency requesting 
the withdrawal or reservation shall state in its application whether, subject to 
existing rights under law, the agency has acquired, or proposes to acquire, rights 
to the use of the water in conformity with State laws and procedures relating to 
the control, appropriations, use, and distribution of water. The Federal Govern- 
ment should comply with the water laws of the States, and we recommend that 
H. R. 627 be amended to require, as a condition to congressional approval of the 
proposed withdrawal or reservation, that the agency acquire the necessary water 
rights in conformity with State laws and procedures. 

The chamber approves section 6 of H. R. 627. This requires that, except for 
lands withdrawn or reserved specifically as naval petroleum, oil shale, or coal 
reserves, all withdrawals or reservations of public land for the use of any agency 
of the Department of Defense shall be deemed to be subject to the condition that 
all minerals in the lands so withdrawn or reserved are under the jurisdiction 
of the Secretary of the Interior, and that no disposition shall be made of minerals 
in these lands except under the applicable public land mining and mineral 
leasing laws. 

The national Chamber of Commerce of the United States hopes that your com- 
mittee will make the amendments recommended above and will then approve 
H. R. 627. 

I would appreciate it if you would make this letter a part of the hearings on 
H. R. 627. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R. MILES. 


WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, 
Washington, D. C., January 31, 1957. 
Hon. CratR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Wushington, D. C. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN ENGLE: It is gratifying to know that your committee is con- 
ducting hearings on H. R. 627 and similar measures. The extensive hearings 
held by the committee last year left no doubt as to the need for corrective action 
with respect to military withdrawals of public lands for defense purposes, as well 
as for compliance with State and Territorial regulations on hunting, fishing, and 
trapping activities on military establishments. 

Rather than request time to submit an oral statement, we are taking this means 
of expressing the institute’s continued support of the objectives of H. R. 627. 
The reasons why we believe enactment of this legislation would be in the public 
interest were detailed in the statement that was submitted for the record during 
last year’s hearings. 

We are hopeful that H. R. 627 will receive early and favorable congressional 
action. 

Sincerely, 
C. R. GuTERMUTH, Vice President. 


P. S.: A portion of the enclosed release of the Tanana Valley Sportsmen’s 
Association might be entered in the record. 

Furthermore, in a recent letter from the Alaska Sportsmen’s Council, an asso- 
ciation representing the hunting and fishing clubs in the Territory, vigorous oppo- 
sition was expressed to two military withdrawal requests near Anchorage and 
Fairbanks. In addition to occupying extensive acreages near population centers, 
these withdrawals, if granted, would be detrimental to hunting, fishing, trapping, 
and public recreation. 
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ALONG THE TRAIL WITH THE TANANA VALLEY SPORTSMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


The Air Force has recently filed an application for the permanent withdrawal 
of 85,200 acres of land located just north of the Chena River and approximately 
20 miles northeast of Fairbanks. This proposed withdrawal lies to the north of 
and roughly parallels the proposed road to Chena Hot Springs. 

The TVSA is actively opposing this withdrawal for the following reasons: 

1. There is no need for further military withdrawals. Our several con- 
versations with local military commanders have brought forth no sound 
logical reasons in support of further withdrawals. 

2. We can see no reason why, even if additional land is required for mili- 
tary purposes, it is necessary to withdraw potential farmland, land cur- 
rently used for hunting, fishing, and trapping, or land easily accessible for 
the relaxation and enjoyment of the general public. If it can be proven 
that further military land withdrawals are essential, it is our opinion that 
such additional withdrawals should be so located as to least interfere with 
the civilian economy. 

This association has always opposed unnecessary or poorly planned military 
land withdrawals and we consider the present case to be one of the most flagrant 
wastes of the public domain in recent years. Dr. Olaus Murie, president of the 
Wilderness Society, in one of his recent letters to this association, expressed his 
views on the situation as follows: 

“T feel that the Chena River country is needed by the people of Alaska, and 
is especially suitable for the use of the people in and around Fairbanks. I 
strongly feel that aside from the necessary military preparedness of our country 
we have to give attention to the proper development of our civilian life. The 
greatest defense we can show in the world today is the building of a worthy 
civilization based on civilian aspirations. Surely it must be possible to zone mili- 
tary operations in such a way as not to interfere with or completely destroy the 
healthy growth of communities. The Chena River country is important to the 
healthy growth of the Fairbanks community.” 

The proper way to oppose this withdrawal is to write the Bureau of Land 
Management, state your opposition to the withdrawal, and give your reasons; 
then request a public hearing. These letters of protest should be sent immedi- 
ately to the following address: Mr. Roger R. Robinson, operations supervisor, 
Bureau of Land Management, Box 480, Anchorage, Alaska. 

At the annual meeting of the association on December 18, Jack Boswell and 
Glenn DeSpain were elected to fill the vacancies left by the outgoing trustees, 
Roy Anderson and Burt Libby... The new board of trustees elected Jim Lake, 
president, and I'red Rand, vice president, for the coming year. 

The next meeting of the association is Tuesday, January 8, at the clubhouse 
and will be the annual public meeting with the Fish and Wildlife Service. The 
Fish and Wildlife Service will conduct the public meeting at 7:30 p. m. and 
the TVSA meeting will follow. The purpose of the public meeting of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service is to discuss possible changes in the hunting, fishing, and 
trapping regulations and everyone interested is urged to attend. 

Don’t forget those 1957 dues. We need your help to make TVSA a strong and 
active organization. Your $2.50 will help us off to a good start. If you can’t 
bring your dues to the meeting, mail them to TVSA, Box 669, Fairbanks 

See you January 8 at the clubhouse. 


HOowsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., January 31, 1957. 
Hon. CLAtR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN ENGLE: Enclosed for the use of the committee in considering 
H. R. 627 and similar legislation are copies of a letter directed to me by Mr. A. W. 
(Bud) Boddy, president of the Alaska Sportsmen’s Council, post-office box 761, 
Junean, Alaska. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. L. BARTLETT. 
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ALASKA SPORTSMEN’S COUNCIL, 
Juneau, Alaska, January 24, 1957. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Deark Mr. Bartretr: You will perhaps recall I mentioned during our recent 
telephone conversation, that the delegates of the Alaska Sportsmen’s Council 
urged that we do everything possible to get early action on legislation which 
would require congressional approval of military withdrawals or reservations of 
public land. They also stressed, requiring compliance with the State or Terri- 
torial fish and game regulations on all military areas. We urge provisions be 
included which will provide for issuance of use permits rather than withdrawals, 
wherever possible. 

Your bill H. R. 10366, which passed the House as 12185, would have given us 
the protection we needed, had the Senate taken favorable action. We urge that 
you sponsor and work for early passage of similar legislation during this session 
of Congress. 

The military is again asking for large tracts of land here in Alaska. As usual, 
they have failed to give legitimate reasons for wanting or needing the specific 
areas requested. 

Conservation organizations throughout the country are united in their efforts 
to secure passage of legislation similar to H. R. 10866. Your help in this matter 
will be most welcome. 

Yours very truly, 
A. W. (Bup) Boppy, 
President and Delegate, Alaska Sportsmen’s Council. 





AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Washington, D. C., January 28, 1957. 
Re H. R. 627. 
Hon. CLArm ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Encore: At the last annual meeting of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation the elected voting delegates of the member State Farm Bureaus ap- 
proved the following policy: 

“The acquisition of additional land and the reservation of the public domain 
by Federal agencies should require approval of Congress.” 

The American Farm Bureau Federation therefore supports the enactment of 
H. R. 627. We hope that it will be possible to obtain House action on this matter 
at an early date so as to better insure consideration of the proposal by the Senate. 

It will be appreciated if you will incorporate this letter in the record of the 
hearing. 

Very sincerely, 
Matt TriGcs, 
Assistant Legislative Director. 





AMERICAN NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
Denver, Colo., March 7, 1957. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: This association is interested in your bill, H. R. 
627. and is on record as approving principles thereof. A copy of the resolution 
approved relative to this legislation is attached. 

We would surely appreciate advice as to any further hearings that may be held 
relative to this legislation. 

With best personal regards, 

Sincerely’ yours, 
RaDrorp Hatt, 
Executive Secretary. 
Enclosure. 
P. S—We would appreciate your mailing us about three copies of the bill. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 23 
WITHDRAWAL OF LAND FOR DEFENSE 


Whereas present and proposed withdrawals from the public domain by defense 
agencies are greater than the area of six of our Eastern States; and 

Whereas many such areas duplicate one another and there is wasteful use of 
such areas by the defense agencies; and 

Whereas public interest requires that (1) pending application for withdrawals 
be denied; (2) every possible waste of natural resources be stopped; (3) rotation 
of use of air reservations and grounds for troop training and proving areas be 
instituted; (4) periodic review of need for such military reservation be made; 
(5) approval of Congress to be required in all withdrawals in excess of 5,000 
acres; (6) inventory of our public domain be made to the end that the least yal- 
uable land be used by the defense agencies; and (7) negotiations be made with 
Mexico for possible use of her bordering acres for our defense agencies as her 
contribution to North American defense, since Canada and the United States are 
contributing manpower, money, and equipment as well as land: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That we favor legislation to this end. 

The CuHarrman. Without objection, we will lay aside the legislative 
business until such time as we have a quorum present and hear the 
Department of the Interior witness on the matter of military with- 
drawals on public land areas. The testimony will be interrupted when 
we have a quorum present to deal with the legislative business before 
the committee. 

If there is no objection, that will be the order of the committee. 

The Chair wants to recognize Mr. Hatfield Chilson, Assistant Secre- 
tary of the Interior, and Mr. Harold R. Hochmuth, lands staff officer, 
Bureau of Land Management. 

Mr. Chilson, I take it you are going to make a statement for Interior ? 

Mr. Cutison. That is correct. 

The CHarkMAN. You may have your associates up with you if you 
desire. 

Mr. Cuitson. Mr. Hochmuth, I think, will be sufficient. 

Mr. Asprnauty. Mr. Chairman, I wish to have just a moment to 
welcome our main witness to the committee room this morning. Mr. 
Chilson is the new Assistant Secretary of the Interior. He is a Colo- 

radan and he comes from the northeastern area of Colorado, a lawyer 
by profession, a very talented lawyer in water rights, who served the 
State admirably weil with credit to himself and the State in his posi- 
tion as attorney for the Colorado Conservation Board, which has 
charge of the water resources policy of the State of Colorado. 

Asa member of the majority party in this committee, I would simply 
say this: In welcoming Mr. Chilson, a personal friend of mine, I am 

lad to say, to this committee this morning, I only wish that the admin- 
istration had more men, Mr. Chilson, of your qualities and qualifica- 
tions in Government. 

The CuHarrMan. We are delighted to have that statement by our 
colleague from Colorado, and we are happy indeed to have you 
here with us, Mr. Chilson. 

From time to time you will no doubt be appearing before this 
committee. You can be assured that the duties which you have 
assumed will be given most careful attention by this committee, and 
the fact that, as with your predecessor, who is a close friend of many 
of us, you will have very good cooperation, I am sure, from this com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Sayvor. Mr. Chairman, I would like to concur in the statement 
made by our colleague from Colorado and the chairman of this com- 
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mittee with regard to Mr. Chilson. He and I have not always seen 
eye to eye, and I do not expect we will in the future see eye to eye on 
many of the problems on which he will be representing the western 
viewpoint. But I think there is one factor in which he will be a 
tremendous credit to the Department, and that is he is willing to sit 
down and discuss differences, which is something that many of the men 
who have been down there in the past have not been willing to do. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Saytor. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnaty. You are not referring to his immediate precedessor 
in the position which he has, because no one ever served more effec- 
tively, or served this committee better, than our former colleague. 

Mr. Sartor. I certainly do not wish anything that I said to refer to 
his immediate precedessor, who is one of my very good friends. 

The Cuarrman. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The CuatrMan. We have received from the Department of the In- 
terior a report on H. R. 627 and related bills. This report is dated 
February 4, 1957 and signed by Hatfield Chilson, Assistant Secretary. 

Without objection, the Department report will be made a part of 
the record at this point. 

(The report follows :) 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., February 4, 1957. 
Hon. CLarr ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. ENGLE: This is in reply to your request for the views of this Depart: 
ment on H. R. 608, H. R. 627, H. R. 1148, and H. R. 3403, all of which are bills 
“To provide that withdrawals or reservations of more than 5,000 acres of public 
lands of the United States for certain purposes shall not become effective until 
approved by act of Congress.” 

We would have no objection to the enactment of these bills. 

H. R. 608, H. R. 627, H. R. 1148, and H. R. 3403 are identical bills which concern 
the withdrawal, reservation, and utilization for defense purposes of the public 
lands of the United States, except in time of war or national emergency declared 
by the President or by act of Congress. Their basic provision, which is contained 
in section 2, is a requirement that withdrawals or reservations of more than 5,000 
acres in the aggregate for the use of the Department of Defense for defense 
purposes be made only by act of Congress. Section 1 provides that for the pur- 
pose of this act the term “public lands” will include Federal lands and waters 
off the coast of the Territory of Alaska and the lands and waters of the outer 
Continental Shelf. It is our understanding that the provisions of section 2 of 
the bills would apply to all areas of public lands, including water areas on the 
outer Continental Shelf, which are not at present withdrawn by acts of Congress, 
proclamations, Executive orders, or public land orders, and that any water or 
land areas which may at present be used by the Department of Defense or which 
may be rendered dangerous or unsuited to surface use or mineral exploration 
and development by reason of air activity on the part of that Department could 
not, if any one of the bills is enacted, be used in such manner unless or until 
the land was withdrawn or reserved pursuant to the provisions of the resulting 
legislation. 

Section 12 (d) of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (67 Stat. 469; 43 
U. S. G., see. 1341 (d)) provides for the designation of restricted areas on the 
outer Continental Shelf rather than for their withdrawal or reservation, and, 
although sections 2, 3, and 6 of the bills refer only to withdrawals and reserva- 
tions, it appears that the language of section 1 is broad enough to include such 
designations. If, however, there is any doubt in this regard, it is suggested that 
sections 2, 3, and 6 be amended to include such designations since, otherwise, the 
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in effect amend subsections (a) and (d) of section 12 of the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act insofar as areas of more than 5,000 acres are concerned. At this 
time no restricted areas have been designated in accordance with section 12 (d). 

Section 3 sets forth in detail the information which must be given in any 
application for a withdrawal or reservation of more than 5,000 acres filed by 
or on behalf of any agency of the Department of Defense. The agency would 
be required, in addition to giving other information, to say whether, and to 
what extent, the proposed use would affect the continuing full operation of 
the public land laws and Federal regulations relating to conservation, utilization, 
and development of mineral resources, timber and other material resources, 
water resources, grazing resources, fish and wildlife resources, and scenic, 
wilderness, and recreational resources. Moreover, if effecting the purpose for 
which an area is to be withdrawn or reserved would involve the use of water 
in any State lying in whole or in part west of the 98th meridian, the agency 
would be required to state whether it, subject to existing rights under law, had 
acquired or intended to acquire rights to the use of the water in conformity with 
State laws and procedures relating to the control, appropriation, use, and 
distribution of water. Though section 3 sets forth in considerable detail the 
information to be included in applications for withdrawals or reservations of 
publie lands of more than 5,000 acres, it does not go further into the problem of 
what is involved in such applications. We assume, therefore, that the initial 
procedures to be followed would be substantially those established for the with- 
drawal or reservation of lands for the use of Federal or States agencies (43 
C. F. R. 295.9 et seq. (1954) ). If such procedures were followed, we assume that 
it would then be the responsibility of the Secretary of the Interior to forward 
to the Congress the application for a withdrawal or reservation of more than 
5,000 acres. 

Under section 4 the head of each military department would, with respect 
to each military installation under his jurisidiction, be directed to require that 
all hunting, trapping, and fishing be in accordance with the fish and game laws 
(including, in general, laws requiring licenses) of the State or Territory in 
Which the installation or facility was situated and to afford adequate access 
to State and Territorial fish and game representatives for the purpose of effecting 
measures for the management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game 
resources. Any person, found guilty of an act or omission violating a requirement 
established under section 4 when the act or omission would be punishable if 
done within the jurisdiction of the State or Territory within the boundaries 
of which the installation or facility is situated, would be subject to the same 
penalties as those prescribed by the State or Territory for such an act or omis- 
sion. The hunting, fishing, and trapping rights of Indians would be protected. 
The apparent objectives of section 4, namely, the preservation of wildlife and 
the coordination of enforcement and conservation measures, are laudable. We 
suggest, however, that the procedures may raise serious jurisdictional questions. 

Section 5 would amend section 3 (d) of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act (63 Stat. 378), as amended (40 U. S. C., sec. 472 (d)), to grant 
the Secretary of the Interior a greater degree of control than he possesses at 
present over the disposition of public domain lands which are found to be excess 
to the needs of the Federal Government. The principal change is to vest in the 
Secretary of the Interior, with the concurrence of the Administrator of General 
Services, the determination of whether lands withdrawn or reserved from the 
public domain, which are no longer needed for the purpose for which they were 
withdrawn or reserved, are suitable for return to the public domain for disposi- 
tion under the public land laws. Under the existing law the determination is 
made by the Administrator with the concurrence of the Secretary. The proposed 
change is highly desirable. Section 3 (d) would also be amended so that it 
would specifically provide that minerals in excess withdrawn or reserved public 
lands which the Secretary of the Interior determines to be suitable for disposi- 
tion under the public land mining and mineral leasing laws be disposed of under 
those laws. This amendment is also desirable. 

Section 6 provides that all withdrawals and reservations of public lands for 
the use of the Department of Defense (except lands withdrawn or reserved 
specifically as naval petroleum, oil shale, or coal reserves) shall be deemed to be 
subject to the condition that all minerals in those lands so withdrawn or re- 
served are under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior and that no 
disposition shall be made of minerals in such lands except under the applicable 
public land mining and mineral leasing laws. Although such a provision may 
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not be necessary, we regard its enactment as desirable. It would continue to be 
a matter of discretion whether the minerals in the lands in question would be 
made subject to disposal, and deposits would not be opened to disposition, if it 
would be contrary to the public interest (including national security). Under 
long-established procedures of the Department of the Interior no disposition is 
made of minerals within withdrawn or reserved areas without the concurrence 
of the head of the agency administering the withdrawn or reserved lands. If 
the Congress wants the mining laws to apply to these withdrawals and reserva- 
tions, section 6 should be amended to provide that mining locations would be 
subject to the primary right of the Department of Defense to use the lands for 
defense purposes so long as the withdrawal or reservation is maintained, and to 
provide for appropriate reservations in patents. This would be consistent . tr 
such recent legislation as the Act of August 11, 1955 (69 Stat. 692; 30 U. 
secs. 621-625), which opened lands in power site withdrawals to mineral air ston” 
ment subject to the paramount right of the United States to use the lands for 
power purposes. The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objec- 
tion to the submission of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
HATFIELD CHILSON, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

The Cuarrman. I observe that you have a statement, Mr. Chilson, 
consisting of five pages, which is relatively brief. Without objection, 
you will be permitted to read your statement without interruption. 


You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HATFIELD CHILSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE INTERIOR; ACCOMPANIED BY HAROLD R. HOCHMUTH, 
LANDS STAFF OFFICER, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


Mr. Cumson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First, may I say that I sincerely appreciate the comments of the 
Congressmen and particularly from Congressman Aspinall, whom I 
have long considered a friend. 

I hope that my service in the Department of the Interior will con- 
tinue to merit his respect and the respect of the balance of the com- 
mittee. 

I might say that I have great respect for this committee due to pre- 
vious experience here in connection with water matters. 

Mr. C th 1airman ; it is with a great sense of appreciation that I appear 
before this committee today for the purpose of expressing the respon- 
sibility of the Department, to the committee, in matters relating to 
public lands and to express the position of the Department on the 
legislative proposals now before the committee. 

May I depart from the prepared text to call the attention of the 
committee to the written statement and the underlined portions on the 
first page? That underlining is without significance. It is the result 
of defective typing; so it has no particular significance. 

It is my understanding that the hearing today relates to bills H. R. 
608, 627, 931, 1148 and others of similar intent. The report of the 
Department recommending this bill to the committee dated Febru- 
ary 4, 1957, has the approv: al of the Bureau of the Budget. 

These bills have for their purpose that no withdrawal or reserva- 
tion of more than 5,000 acres of public lands shall become effective 
until approved by an act of Congress. I perceive other significant 
items in the bills which I desire to comment on briefly. 

The present bills before the committee are either identical or similar 
in purpose to H. R. 12185 of the 84th Congress, and its predecessor, 
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H. R. 10371. On February 20, 1956, former Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, Wesley A. D’E wart, appeared before this committee and 
outlined withdrawal procedures and enumerated some of the diffi- 
culties encountered by the Department in acting on Defense Depart- 
ment withdrawal applications, 

Subsequently and on July 9, Mr. D’Ewart again appeared before 
this committee and directed his remarks particularly to aspects of 
withdrawals related to Outer Continental Shelf areas. On July 11, 
1956, the Department submitted a favorable report on H. R. 10371 and 
suggested certain clarifying amendments. 

The position of the Department in relation to this current legisla- 
tion remains the same as previously discussed with and reported on 
to this committee in the 84th Congress. An additional period has 
elapsed since the Department suspended action on military with- 
drawal applications on the recommendation of this committee. We 
are continuing the suspension of withdrawal applications in excess 
of 5,000 acres until the Congress disposes of the proposed legislation. 
Only recently have we resumed action on Defense Department with- 
drawal applications of less than 5,000 acres. However, we are sug- 
gesting to the Defense Department the desirability of considering the 
provisions of H. R. 627 when making application for areas less than 
0,000 acres. 

I might depart just a moment to say, what we are trying to say there 
is that we are suggesting they furnish to the Interior ~ Department 
information that will be required if this legislation passes on 5,000 
or more acres. 

There are several sections of H. R. 627 et al., that are of partic ular 
interest to the Department of the Interior, namely, sections 1, 3, 5, 
and 6. It seems pertinent to outline our analysis and to point out 
the import of these sections of the bill on withdrawal procedure of 
the Department. 

Section 1 provides that for purposes of this act, the term “public 
lands” will include Federal lands and waters of the outer Continental 
Shelf and off the coast of the Territory of Alasks 

When section 2 is related to section 1, it is our understanding that 
the bill would apply to all areas which are not presently withdrawn 
by acts of Congress, proclamation, Executive orders, or public-land 
orders. Therefore, it is further assumed, if these sections are enacted 
into law, that any water or land areas which may, at present, be used 
by the Department of Defense (other than presently perfected with- 
drawals), or which may be rendered dangerous or unsuited to surface 
use or mineral exploration or dev elopment by reason of military air- 
craft or missile activity, could not be used in such manner until the 
land was withdrawn by subsequently enacted legislation. 

This proposed legislation will, 1f my interpretation is correct, 
amend subsections (a) and (d) of section 12 of the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act. Section 12 of said act provides for the designation of 
restricted areas on the outer Continental Shelf rather than for their 
withdrawal and reservation. I believe that section 1 of H. R. 627 has 
language that would include such designation. 

And if there be doubt as to the meaning of H. R. 627 in this respect, 
then the Department suggests that language of sections 2, 3, and 6 be 
amended to include such ‘designations, so that the purpose sought might 
not be defeated by defective language. 
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Section 3 sets forth the detail which must be included in an appli- 
cation for withdrawal of public-land area in excess of 5,000 acres. 
However, this section is silent on the procedure which would permit 
the withdrawal application to ripen into an act of Congress. 

Our assumption is that following the procedure enumerated in 
section 3, it then becomes the responsibility of the Secretary of the 
Interior to forward to the Congress the application for withdrawal 
together with draft legislation, which if enacted into law, will effect 
the withdrawal. 

Section 5 is of particular interest to this Department and seems to 
be highly desirable in the management, disposal, and maintenance 
of Jand and mineral title records of public lands. This section would 
amend sections 3 (d) of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act and grant the Secretary of the Interior greater control 
over the disposition of withdrawn public lands and minerals de- 
clared in excess to the needs of the using agency. Under existing law, 
the Administrator of General Services has authority to determine 
whether excess withdrawn public lands shall be returned to public 
domain status or shall be sold under the regulations of that agency. 

The Interior Department concedes the desirability of disposition 
of substantially improved excess public domain lands by the General 
Services Administration. However, the determination is presently 
unilateral by the Administrator without consideration as to the terms 
and reservations of the prior withdrawal order as affecting both the 
land title and the mineral title. It is possible, as has happened, that 
lands withdrawn for a specific purpose and not substantially changed 
in character by improvement, are declared excess by the using agency 
to the General Services Administration. Subsequently, the Admin- 
istration transfers the lands to another agency which agency disposes 
of the lands by deed to individuals or a State or local agency. 

The public-land title records of the Department of the Interior 
carry the lands as withdrawn public lands with the minerals reserved 
to the United States. 

This legislation will permit the Secretary of the Interior to make 
adequate provisions for the disposal of land and mineral title for 
withdrawn lands substantially changed in character. 

Section 6 provides that all withdrawals and reservations of public 
lands for the use of the Department of Defense (except lands with- 
drawn or reserved specifically as naval petroleum, oil shale, or coal 
reserves) shall be deemed to be subject to the condition that all min- 
erals in those lands so withdrawn or reserved are under the juris- 
diction of the Secretary of the Interior and that no disposition shall 
be made of minerals in such lands except under the applicable public- 
land mining and mineral leasing laws. Although such a provision 
may not be necessary, we regard its enactment as desirable. 

It would continue to be a matter of discretion whether the minerals 
in the lands in question would be made subject to disposal, and deposits 
would not be opened to disposition, if it would be contrary to the 
public interest (including national security). Under long-established 
procedures of the Department of the Interior, no disposition is made 
of minerals within withdrawn or reserved areas without the concur- 
rence of the head of the agency administering the withdrawn or 
reserved lands. 
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It is assumed that the withdrawals made under the provisions of 
this legislation could not be amended except by enactment of sub- 
sequent and specific legislation. Therefore, the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior could not ake such actions in mineral disposals inconsistent with 
the enabling legislation. 

It is also assumed that under present and existing withdrawal 
orders, the Secretary of the Interior cannot unilaterally dispose of 
the minerals if such is prohibited by the order of withdrawal. There- 
fore, it appears that the intent of section 6 is that if minerals are 
to be disposed of in presently military withdrawn areas, they can only 
be disposed of by the Secretary of the Interior under the mining and 
mineral-leasing laws or other applicable laws. Such disposals, of 
course, relate to the terms of the original withdrawal order or amend- 
ments thereto. 

The Department favors the purpose and effect of the proposed 
legislation. I appreciate having this opportunity to appear before 
vou today. 
~ The Cratrman. Mr. Chilson, do you have any very real doubts 
about the meaning of sections 2, 3, and 6, referred to in the next to 
last paragraph of the third page of your statement? In other words, 
in your opinion as a lawyer, is the matter sufficiently in doubt that 
these sections ought to be clarified ? 

Mr. Cutson. Mr. Chairman, my short exposure to the Outer Con- 
tinental Shelf Lands Act is such that I am still somewhat bewildered 
about this matter of designations, warning areas, and so on. 

My reading of the bill seems to me to indicate an intent that the 
outer Continental Shelf area is intended to be included in this act. 
T am not an expert legislative draftsman. I can say, however, that if 
I, as an attorney, were reading this act, I would think it would apply 
to the outer ¢ ontinental Shelf a area. 

The CHatrmMan. That is certainly our intention in the act as pres- 
ently drafted, but the Chair is going to ask counsel of the committee 
to give that a careful scrutiny, with the purpose of being assured 
that we are saying just exactly what we mean to say. 

On page 4 of your statement, in the first paragraph, you refer to 
the implementing proc edure following the receipt of the application 
referred to in section 3. Do you think it would be helpful to the leg- 
islation if we included a section clearly making it the responsibility 
of the Secretary of the Interior to forward to Congress the applica- 
tion for withdrawal together with draft legislation ? 

Mr. Cuitson. Yes, T think it might be desirable, rather than to 
rely on the legisl: itive history and the assumptions we have made, if 
Congress would see fit to say specifically that the Secretary of the 
Interior, after receiving the application, ‘shall then draft the legisla- 
tion and submit it to Congress for its consideration. 

Mr. Asprnati. Will the chairman yield just a minute? 

The Crarrman. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Do I understand that that procedure is satisfactory 
to the Department ? 

Mr. Cutison. So far as I know. Is it not, Mr. Hochmuth? 

Mr. Hocumutn. Yes, sir; we could very easily do that. 

As the bill is now written, I think it is unclear to us whether the 
Secretary of Defense does it or whether the Secretary of the Interior 
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does it. All the bill says is that we shall receive the application. So 
how do we ripen it into an act of Congress here—by what action ? 

Mr. Pruzt0on. Will the gentleman yield ? 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Mr. Prion. Are we contemplating an act of Congress in the form 
of a mere joint resolution of the two Houses or a law which requires 
Executive approval ? 

The Cuatrman. It requires an act. In other words, whenever they 
take more than 5,000 acres it has to be passed as an act. 

Dr. Miter. Will the gentleman yield ? 

The CuHarrMan. Yes. 

Dr. Mrier. Referring to page 4, the second paragraph, the last 
sentence, I want to ask whether that needs any clarification, these 
words: 

Under existing law, the Administrator of General Services has authority to 
determine whether excess withdrawn public lands shall be returned to public 
domain status or shall be sold under the regulations of that agency. 

Does that need any clarification ? 

Mr. Cumson. Well, sir 

Dr. Mixer. And is it being followed out by General Services? 

Mr. Cuitson. You mean, should the pending legislation be amended 
to clearly state that the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act shall be amended ? 

Dr. Miter. Yes. 

Mr. Cuuson. I hesitate to answer that, Doctor, because of my lim- 
ited experience in drafting legislation. I assume that the bill as now 
written will accomplish the purpose by implication. Now whether 
there should be an express statement to that effect, I do not feel I am 
qualified to answer that. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield along that same line? 

The CuarrmMan. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. With reference to the question that Dr. Miller asked 
there about the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act, 
I wanted to pursue that primarily for my own clarification. On 
page 4, at the bottom of the page, you state : 





It is possible, as has happened, that lands withdrawn for a specific purpose 
and not substantially changed in character by improvement, are declared excess 
by the using agency to the General Services Administration. 

Then your last sentence: 

Subsequently, the Administration transfers the lands to another agency 
which agency disposes of the lands by deed to individuals or a State or local 
agency. 

I do not quite understand. It was my understanding—and this is 
primarily what I am interested in—what other agency can dispose 
of lands by deed that are declared to be excess? 

Mr. Cuttson. May I refer that question to Mr. Hochmuth ? 

Mr. Hocumotu. I think there are a number of them. I could 
perhaps give one specific instance which I have in mind now, sir. 
I have seen deeds in which Health, Education, and Welfare have 
deeded public lands to a local agency of the State. They were with- 
drawn public lands, the lands were declared excess to General Services 
Administration, and then the General Services Administration trans- 
ferred them to the other agency for disposal. 
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Mr. Sisk. Yes. But under that provision is it not true that they 
are very limited in the usage of such lands and the deed becomes a 
very restrictive deed, that is, to the extent, for example, Health, Edu- 

‘ation, and Welfare ‘could not deed a mn of property to me for my 
personal use, but they could turn it over to a State college to be used 
possibly for education purposes? I mean, is not that a very limited 
power they would have? 

Mr. Hocumuru. That is correct. There are restrictions in the 
deeds, reverter clauses and so on, that I have seen. 

Mr. Sisk. The point I was making i is that it is my impression that 
the General Services Administration, and they alone, had the author- 
ity to dispose outright, without recourse or restrictive deed, to indi- 
viduals or otherwise in the transfer of title. Maybe I am wrong in 
that understanding, but that was my understanding. 

Mr. Hocumurn. I believe that is correct. They have a broad au- 
thority for disposal of surplus Government property, and those public 
domain lands that I have Rite of that they transferred to other 
agencies, then the other agencies are restricted as to the types of 
disposal they can make of those lands. They make application to 
General Services Administration for that. 

Mr. Tuomson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sisk. I do not have the time. 

The Cuamman. The Chair recognizes Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. Tuomson. Mr. Chairman. In connection with this, is it not 
correct that after so many years of use for a school purpose or recrea- 
tional purpose, then they do ripen into a clear title in 5 or 10 years, 
something like that ? 

Mr. Hocumuru. I cannot precisely answer as to the total effect they 
have. The ones I have seen, some have had a 25-year reverter clause 
consistent, I think, with the Recreation Act. Whether others have no 
condition as to whether it will revert to the United States after a 
number of years I do no know. 

Mr. Tuomson. I think the law has a provision in there for the time 
when there is no longer restriction on the title. 

The Carman. Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Chilson, is it your interpretation of the bills that 
we are considering that there would be a reservation to the Govern- 
ment in all instances of public land withdrawals of the minerals which 
are in an area ? 

Mr. Cutison. Yes, I think that is right, on withdrawal by another 
agency except in those instances mentioned, like the naval petroleum 
reserves and so on. 

Mr. Sartor. Even if this bill is enacted, it would leave in the hands 
of the Department of the Interior, the Secretary, the right to dispose 
of minerals? 

Mr. Cuison. Thatisright. You are speaking of withdrawn lands? 

Mr. Sartor. Of withdrawn lands which might be withdrawn by 
an act passed pursuant to this bill. 

Mr. Cuitson. That is right, unless the act of Congress establishing 
the withdrawal should put limitations upon that power. 

Mr. Sartor. It was the intention of the committee when we drafted 
this piece of legislation to give it that effect. I just wanted to make 
sure that was the same interpretation the Department has. 
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Mr. Cuitson. That is our interpretation. 

The Cuarrman. The regular order of business before the commit- 
tee is the legislative business presently pending, put over until the 
arrival of a quorum. A quorum now being present, we will suspend 
for consideration of the legislative calendar. 

(Whereupon, the committee moved to other business, returning 
later to H. R. 627 as follows:) 

The Cuarrman. We will return to consideration of military land 
withdrawals. Mr. Chilson had completed his statement and members 
were asking questions. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Curenowetu. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. I have no questions, but I want to join with my 
colleague from Colorado in expressing official Colorado welcome to 
the Assistant Sec retary of the Interior, who comes from our great 
State. Weare very proud of him. He hasa very distinguished record 
there in legal matters, espec lally water right m: utters, and he is recog- 
nized as being an author ity on water m: 1tters. So I, as a member of 
this committee, want to join with Mr. Aspinall and all the other mem- 
bers of this committee in extending an official welcome to you. I am 
sorry I was not here when you st arted your statement. I was delayed 
in my office. Iam delighted to have you here and hope to see you often. 

Mr. Tomson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to associate myself 
with the remarks of the gentleman from Colorado and express my 
pleasure in the Secretary being here and on his present duties. 

I would like to ask a question, if I may, in regard to the bill sub- 
mitted by Mr. Budge, H. R. 575. It has a section 2 in it, providing 
that when these lands were released they would revert to the same 
status as public lands they had on the day preceding the date of with- 
drawal or reservation. 

Do you think there should be that type of provision in this bill? 

Mr. Cuttson. Mr. Congressman, I directed my attention principally 
to H. R. 627 and related bills, and I am not too familiar with it. 

Offhand, the only difference that I could see is that under this 
particular legislation improved lands would be disposed of by General 
Services. I assume that under that provision, return to the public 
domain would be necessary even though improved. Interior is per- 
fectly willing that the improved lands be disposed of by the General 
Services Administration. We do feel that that determination, though, 
should be by the Interior Department rather than by the Adminis- 
trator of General Services. 

Mr. THomson. I made inquiry about this a year ago. I under- 
stood at that time that if land had been withdrawn for military pur- 
poses which had previously been Forest Service land, we will say, that 
when it was declared surplus it would revert to the status of being 
included within the forest that it was originally taken from. Now 
there is some doubt in my mind as to whether that would be the fact. 

Mr. Curtrtson. Perhaps I had better refer your question to Mr. 
Hochmuth, who has more experience than I have. 

Mr. Hocumutn. That is correct, Mr. Thomson. We have had sev- 
eral instances where a withdrawal was laid down on top of an active 
forest reservation. 

One instance I have in mind is in Alaska where the Civil Aero- 
nautics Authority had this withdrawal, with the concurrence of the 
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Forest Service, made by the Secretary of the Interior to place a tower 
on there. The tower was declared excess, and the tower could be 
removed. 

There is a question. The Forest Service maintains that should re- 
vert to national forest status. The General Services Administration 
maintains that should come to them for disposition. Whether they 
will turn it back to the Department of the Interior or not we do not 
know. 

I believe the difference between the bill you are speaking of and 
H. R. 627 is not great, in the sense that the Secretary of the Interior 
would then, under H. R. 627, respect the prior withdrawal and would 
turn that over to the National Forest Service again for administration. 

Mr. THomson. The controversy has arisen then in this particular 

case between the Forest Service and General Services Administration ? 

Mr. Hocumurnu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Trromson. Since controversy has arisen about it, it would seem 
to me we should try to dispose of that controversy at the same time 
we are taking care of this legislation. 

Mr. Hocumuru. I believe H. R. 627 or H. R. 608 would do it because 
the Secretary would determine the previous status of the land and 
would determine that it had prior national forest status and it would 
go to the National Forest Service, and then the determination would 
be made between that Bureau and General Service Administration as 
to how the improvements that may have been placed on there could 
be disposed of. 

There is always a question if the improvements are substantial in 
character. 

So far as public-domain lands are concerned, the Secretary of the 
Interior, as was testified last year, would not want to dispose of build- 
ings and that sort of thing, which are much better disposed of by 
General Services Administration. But it does create a difficulty in 
national forest reserve lands where they concur in a subsequent with- 
drawal for a temporary use as to what is to be done with those lands 
when they are no longer needed for the secondary use. 

I think both Mr. Budge’s bill and this bill here would correct the 
situation. 

The CHarrmMan. Mr. Weaver? 

Mr. Weaver. No questions. 

The Caarrman. Mr. Edmondson. 

Mr. Epmonpson. No questions. 

The CuarrmMAn. Mr. Christopher. 

Mr. CuristorHer. No questions. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Collier. 

Mr. Cottrer. No questions. 

The aa Mr. Burns. 

Mr. Burns. I did have one question, sir. 

You were talking a little while ago with Mr. Sisk on the transfer of 
property, and it would seem there is confusion within there to sup- 
port the issue raised by Mr. Thomson. 

If you take the land and put the same improvement you mentioned, 
just the tower, on there, then it goes back to General Services Admin- 
istration, they can put a subsequent deed on it to some other agency 
and eventually it loses its character, and you have lost it to the public 











949 MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 


domain. There seems to be plenty of room there for a little tighten- 
ing; does there not? 

Mr. Cuutson. I think probably that is right. 

May I make a statement, and then if I am wrong Mr. Hochmuth 
can correct me. 

My understanding of the basic principle or philosophy is that when 
land does lose its character as public- tance land by virtue of im- 
provements made, that that land should not return to public domain 
but should be disposed of by General Services. If we are wrong in 
that basic philosophy, if we should say that land that was originally 
public domain and has been improved by virtue of the withdrawal 
should come back with the improvements as a part of the public 
domain, I think we have a fundamental principle to deal with. We 
have recognized the principle that improved lands lose their character 
as public- ‘domain lands. 

Am I correct in that, Mr. Hochmuth? 

Mr. Hocumurs. Yes, sir. May I make one extension to that? 

It still has not solved—the question we are talking about is land— 
it has not solved the question of the minerals, which is another concern 
of the Secretary of the Interior, because the minerals are withdraw n, 
and the lands may be substantially improved in character and dis- 
posed of by Gener ‘al Services Administration, but the question arises 
in our mind—Who still holds the mineral title in that land when the 
minerals are reserved to the United States by the Secretary of the 
Interior ? 

Mr. Burns. That confusion is not cleared up by this particular bill ? 

Mr. Hocumurn. It could be cleared up by this bill in this sense: 
That before the Secretary of the Interior on substantially improved 
lands would turn them over to the General Services Administration, 
the question of the minerals, if any, would be decided upon. 

In other words, if the Geological Survey said that there were no 
known minera!s in character, then the total title could pass. But if 
they are mineral in character, the United States could not dispose of 
those lands under the public- land laws except by the Mineral Leasing 
Act and the Mining Act. That is an unsolved question in the way 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 is 
written. 

Mr. Burns. Then I would like to refer to lands not mineral in 
character but substantially changed in character by improvements. 
There scems to be the statement here and in conversation with the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from C alifornia, Mr. Sisk, that there is some 
looseness in the particular law at the present time, with which you 
have some concern. Do I interpret that correctly ? 

Mr. Cutson. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Mr. Chairman ? 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. AspinaLu. Perhaps this question is not necessary, but I want 
the record to show the question and the answer to it. 

As I understand the position of the Department, Mr. Secretary, it is 
this: That you approve the bill without amendment if it means what 
you assume in your report and in your testimony but if there is any 
question in the minds of the committee about those assumptions, then 
you would like to see the necessary language included in order to cause 
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the meaning to be clear in accordance with your interpretation; is 
that correct ? 


Mr. Curtson. I think that is an absolutely correct statement, Mr. 
Congressman. 

The CuarrMAn. Counsel desires to ask a question. 

Mr. Apssorr. Mr. Chairman, on that same point, the statement is 
made, Mr. Secretary, in your prepared statement, on page 5: 

The public land title records of the Department of the Interior carry the lands 
as withdrawn public lands with the minerals reserved to the United States. 

That, of course, is tied to the previous statement made. 

By what sort of conveyancing instrument does General Services 
Administration purport to pass title to these lands? Is it a quit claim 
deed ? 

Mr. Cuitson. May I refer that to Mr. Hochmuth ? 

Mr. Apnporr. Surely. 

Mr. Hocumutu. Where the lands are disposed of but not trans- 
ferred to another agency ? 

Mr. Apsporr. Yes. 

Mr. Hocumutn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Assorr. Is what you are saying then, as a result of the present 
operation of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
that the chain of title of record, so to speak, is broken insofar as In- 
terior is concerned ? 

Mr. Hocumutu. Yes, sir; because we carry those lands still as 
withdrawn public lands. 

Mr. Anporr. When in fact they have been conveyed and the United 
States has purported to surrender all right, title, and interest ? 

Mr. Hocumurnu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anporr. On the question raised by Mr. Thomson, and because 
of the complexities of the operation of ‘the Administrative Services 
and Property Act, would you be in a position to state which language 
would be preferable ? 

We have two alternatives: One, amending the existing provisions 
so as to reverse the roles, so to speak, of the Administrator of General 
Services Administration and the Secretary of the Interior in making 
a finding as to whether the lands have been so substantially improved 
as to not warrant return to public domain status. The second alterna- 
tive would be to provide automatically that, upon the ending of the 
needs for military use, they would revert to the status they had 
previously. 

Is that a correct summation of the alternatives ? 

Mr. Hocumurn. That is right. 

Mr. Assorr. If we adopted the so-called Budge language, the re- 
version to their former status, would the Secretary of the Interior 
then under the Administrative Services Act have authority to declare 
that all or a portion of the lands which had reverted were so sub- 
stantially improved as to not warrant their retention in public do- 
main status ¢ 

Mr. Hochmuth, could you answer that? 

Mr. Hocumutrn. Alternative No. 1. If we reserve the language 
as stated in H. R. 627, it would then, I believe, require, if the Secretary 
of the Interior declared the land excess because of being substantially 
changed in character—it would require the Administrator of General 








944 MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 


Services Administration to take those lands and dispose of them under 
this act. 

Under Mr. Budge’s bill they return to public domain lands. 

The interpretation might be made as to the Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services refusing to dispose of those lands. 
which I think is not perhaps solved. 

I believe the position of the Departinent of the Interior might be 
stated that, if the lands are substantially changed in character, we 
have no facilities to make sales and appraisals of industrial proper- 
ties and that type of thing. 

Mr. Assorr. Then, refe rring again to the language in the bill, are 
you satisfied that if this language were adopted, which would amend 
the Federal Property and Ac ministrative Services Act, that this ques- 
tion of a void or a break in your records would be resolved / 

Mr. Hocumurn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ansorr. You would then have in the respective land offices a 
complete chain of title, so that if someone later had to search, for 
mortgage or other purposes, they would be able to tell just what the 
history of the title was? 

Mr. Hocumoutu. Yes. 

Mr. Assorr. I have another question, and this I believe is directed 
to Mr. Hochmuth. 

Through a series of Executive and public land orders, promulgated 
and issued over the 6- year period from 1939 to 1945, more than 13 mil- 
lion acres of public land were withdrawn and reserved for the use of 
the military and for other defense purposes and—I quote from a 
phrase which appears in most of those orders— 


That is the question 


for purposes incident to the various phases of the national emergency 


and the 
prosecution of the war. 


In most of those orders, the intention was expressed that after the 
termination of the then emergency, the unlimited national emergency 
declared during World War II, the public lands should be returned 
to the jurisdiction, uses, and administration which existed prior to 
the withdrawal. 

3v reason of figures submitted last year in our committee hearings 
. appeared—first, it is agreed that the unlimited national emergency 
vas terminated on April 28, 1952, and the 6-month period which was 
aliaeed for those lands to revert to their original status expired on 
October 28, 1952. Yet at last count, which was February 20, 1956, 
a total of those temporary withdrawals made between Apr il 28, 1939, 
and August 25, 1945, located in 10 States and Alaska, embracing 11.8 
million acres of land, were still withdrawn. Is that correct, Mr. 
Hochmuth ? 

Mr. Hocumutn. May I just rephrase my understanding of the 
question ? 

Specifically. there are some of these large areas and some other areas 
that were withdrawn under the terminology of the public land order 
as vou have stated it. It is our opinion that the use of those lands 
so far as the terms of the public land order are concerned are void now, 
that is. the order is not in effect as to the military use. But the lands 
remain withdrawn. 

Mr. Asrorr. Yet the military is in fact using several millions of 
those acres; are they not? 

Mr. Hocumutn. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Asporr. So that we have probably in the neighborhood of 11 
million acres of land which were originally withdrawn, that is, be- 
tween 1939 and 1945 as temporary withdrawals, and they are still 
being held in w ithdrawn status, and they are still being used or held 
and controlled by 1 of the 3 military departments of the Department 
of Defense; is that correct ? 

Mr. Hocumutrn. As to the term “used,” I cannot answer that, 
because I think it was testified in relationship to the Wendover area 
not being used, asanexample. But they are still in withdrawn status, 
and I think substantially they are still under control and use by the 
Department of Defense. 

Mr. Anporr. And they are carried in the Department of Defense 
inventories as controlled by the Defense Department; are they not? 

Mr. Hocumeutn. I presume so. 

Mr. Ansorr. Now with respect to the legislation being considered. 
Is it your interpretation of this legislation that with respect to the 
so-called temporary withdrawals made during the 6-year period 
referred to there would be required an act of Congress to confirm the 
right to use in the military agencies? Or are they excluded in the 
figures you have submitted on pending applications ? 

Mr. Hocumurnu. The figures which we have submitted to counsel 
on pending applications include those areas, and from the reports I 
have received from our field offices, I assume that those lands are again 
under application by the Department of Defense. 

The question, I believe, is somewhat in dispute at the present time 
as to whether they are under application or not. We have assumed 
that these lands, so-called temporary withdrawals, would come under 
the purview of this legislation. 

Mr. Ansrorr. You have been unable to agree statistically, I believe, 
with the Department of Defense as to how many million acres do or do 

not fall under the classification of lands applied for? 

Mr. Hocumutn. There is probably, from my viewpoint, some dif- 
ference of opinion as to what lands would come under this legislation 
and be required to be applied for as provided by this legislation. 

Mayle e3 nd one remark there? That isa very important question 
I think to decide, because there are perhaps 4 or 5 million acres which, 
if it is held that the previous withdrawals are in effect so far as the 
Department of Defense is concerned and are not under application 
now, then they would not come under this legislation. 

Mr. Ansorr. You have supplied the committee, I believe, Mr. Hoch- 
muth, previously made a part of the record, a compilation entitled 
- Applications for Withdrawal for Military Purposes Pending with 
the Bureau of Land Management as of December 31, 1956.” Ts that 
correct ? 

Mr. Hocumurn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Arsorr. We have asked, I might say, Mr. Chairman, that the 
Defense Department through each of their three military departments 
reconcile their own land-holding compilations with, or try to relate to, 
the compilation by the Bureau of Land Management. If it is con- 
cluded that the 4 to 5 million acres to which Mr. Hochmuth makes 
reference are in fact new applications, then the Department of De- 
fense may well wish to come back in and make some statement on the 
effect of that interpretation. 
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Mr. Hocumetn. Mr. Abbott, I might bring to your attention—and 
we will reconcile with you—we spent yesterd: ry reconciling some of 
these figures with the Department of Defense, and the list I submitted 
is in slight error at least. In 1 or 2 instances we included a gross 
area rather than the net public domain area. Specifically McGregor 
Range in New Mexico, which was testified to at a previous hearing as 
449,000 acres, and our figures showed some 770,000 acres. There are 
1 or 2 instances, but I will reconcile this with the record I gave you. 

Mr. Azporr. But the gross figure, updated as of today, shows s appli- 

cations pending insofar as the Bureau of Land Management is con- 
cerned of 10,108,928 acres in the continental 48 States. Is that right? 

Mr. Hocumutn. With the exceptions I made. It isa little less than 
that. 

Mr. Anporr. Are the figures for Alaska, which total 2,447,675 acres, 
changed ? 

Mr. Hocumutn. I have no amendments to make on that. 

Mr. Asszorr. One final question, Mr. Chairman. In the report of 
the Department of Defense referring to the hunting and fishing pro- 
vision in this statement: 





We suggest, however, that the procedure— 
meaning the procedure set out in the hunting and fishing provision— 
may raise serious jurisdictional questions. 


Could you, Mr. Secretary, or someone for the Department expand a 
little bit on that statement, the concern of the Department as to juris- 
dictional questions which may be raised ? 

Mr. Cuirson. Mr. Abbott, very frankly, I am not prepared to do 
that today. May we submit a written statement to the committee in 
that respect ? 

The CHamman. Without objection, that will be the order of the 
committee, and it will be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Curson. Because I understand neither Mr. Hochmuth nor 
myself are able to discuss that today. 

Mr. Asporr. But you could submit that statement ? 

Mr. Cuiison. I think we could; yes. 

(The information is contained in the following letter subsequently 
addressed to the chairman by Mr. Chilson :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., February 18, 1957. 
Hon. Cram ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. ENGLE: In the report of the Department to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs on H. R. 627, dated February 4, 1957, reference is made to 
the last paragraph on page 2 which carries over to page 3 of this report. After 
discussing the provisions of section 4 of the bill, the report states that “the 
procedures” set forth in that section ‘“‘may raise serious jurisdictional questions.” 

This statement is based upon the language in subsection (b) which states 
that whoever is guilty of any acts prescribed by certain portions of subsection 
(a) of section 4 “which act or omission would be punishable if committed or 
omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Territory in which the installa- 
tion or facility is located by the laws thereof in force at the time of such act 
or omission, shall be guilty of a like offense and subject to like punishment.” 

An intimation has been made that this bill is intended to make State laws 
relating to conservation of fish and wildlife, enforceable by State officers in 
State courts, applicable to military reservations. Under such a theory, this 
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bill might be conceived to be a retrocession of jurisdiction from the Federal 
Government to the States. If this were true, then there would have to be 
enacted reciprocal State legislation, in the absence of which there would be 
a serious enforcement problem. 

However, the better opinion would seem to be that the language of this bill 
simply sets forth a Federal crime, the elements of which would be ascertained 
by a reference to existing State legislation in a manner similar to that of the 
Assimilative Crimes Act. Under that procedure, of course, State officials could 
be deputized to see to it that the acts made a Federal crime under this statute 
were detected, and enforcement of the adopted criminal provisions could be 
carried out under Federal laws. 

If, however, an act is made a crime both under Federal law and under the 
Code of Military Justice, the difficulty may arise in that, even though various 
States may have enacted laws granting immunity to members of the Armed 
Forces from State prosecution after conviction or acquittal by a court martial 
for the same offense, immunity may not exist in connection with an act which 
constitutes a Federal crime. In this connection it is not known how many 
States have actually adopted such immunity laws, and under those circum- 
stances there might be considerable confusion if attempts were made to place 
alleged violators in what virtually amounts to double, or possibly even triple, 
jeopardy. 

We, accordingly, suggest that the committee’s report on H. R. 627 state clearly 
that it is not intended that offenses under section 4 should be made offenses 
either under State law, as such, or under the Code of Military Justice. 

It should be noted by the committee that in the Territory of Alaska the conser- 
vation and management of wildlife is, to a considerable extent, governed by the 
Alaska game law (48 U. 8S. C., sec. 192 et seq.) This statute is applicable at 
this time to military reservations in the Territory. It is our opinion that nothing 
in section 4 of H. R. 627 would affect the applicability of that act, or of other 
Federal legislation governing the conservation and management of wildlife, 
to military reservations. We believe that the inclusion of a statement to this 
effect in the report of your committee would be desirable. 

Sincerely yours, 
HATFIELD CHILSON, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. Assorr. Mr. Bartlett asked me to get one question and an 
answer from you gentlemen on the record. 

Two weeks ago the executive director of the Alaska Game Commis- 
sion, Mr. Rhode, of Alaska, who is also the chief Federal wildlife 
officer in Alaska, asked that the hunting and fishing provisions which 
would set up a 30-day special license for military personnel be 
amended so as to exempt from its ope ration the Territory of Alaska. 
Are you aware of that, Mr. Secretary ? 

Mr. Curson. Yes; I saw the communication from Mr. Bartlett. 
It came through the office. I am advised that such a request has been 
made. As I recall it, he asked us to provide drafting service for him. 

Mr. Asrorr. Yes, sir. Are you in a position at this time to present 
a suggested amendment ? 

Mr. Curtson. Iam not. That gave me some concern when I became 
aware of the request. May we also perhaps discuss that in the 
additional statement ? 

Mr. Assorr. Yes, sir; if you would. 

I might observe, Mr. Secretary, that the Department of Defense—we 
have conferred with them both at staff level and statements have been 
made in our formal hearings—that the Department of Defense, so 
far as I read the record and understand our conferences with them, is 
not opposed to excepting the Territory of Alaska. 

I believe the arrangements which the Air Force, having responsi- 
bility for the Alaska “Defense Command, have presently worked out 
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very satisfactorily, and they appreciate the tremendous impact on 
the hunting and fishing resources in Alaska if the military there on 
30-day tours were to get resident licenses would very seriously affect 
conservation and management mission. But if you could include 
that in your statement. 

Mr. Cuinson. Yes. 

Mr. Ansorr. That completes my inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cumson. Mr. Abbott, for my information in preparing this 
statement, may I ask you a question ? 

Has it been indicated to you that the principal difficulty, perhaps, 

might be one of mechanics in issuing State licenses to be used solely 
on the withdrawn lands and then have a different license to apply to 
the military so far as the other lands are concerned ¢ 

Mr. Apsorr. That was collateral to one of the basically assigned 
reasons. As I recall them, Mr. Secretary, they are these, and you 
have touched on one: The overall heading ‘under which that falls is 
enforcement generally ; that it would be diffic ult, if you gave a resident 
license to a man stationed, let us say, at the Eielson Air Force Base, 
to determine—and it is purported to be limited to the reservation 
proper. In many instances in that area it is a little difficult to tell 
where the reservation stops and our public lands begin. If this 
attempt were made, in the view of the responsible offic ‘ials in Alaska, 
you would have to substantially add to your enforcement personnel. 

The second, and perhaps the governing reason, was this: That, I 
believe, Mr. Rhode stated that the difference between a thousand 
armed services personnel hunting and a thousand civilians hunting 
is very great in terms of the actual impact on the game and fish 
resources, the military perhaps being better equipped to move about, 
having their own weapons in many instances, and so on. But I do 
not understand that the principal reasons cited by Mr. Rhode was the 
one you cited. I believe that was collateral to the overall situation. 

Mr. Cuttson. I may a ake this statement so far as Alaska is con- 
cerned : Only 1 percent of the entire Territory of Alaska is surveyed, 
and the boundaries are quite a question in the Territory. 

The Cuarrman. If there are no further questions, Mr. Secretary, 
we very much appreciate your testimony and that of Mr. Hochmuth. 
This closes the testimony in this matter. 

I understand General Services Administration is here. How long 
will your statement take ? 

Mr. Kworr. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement. I 
have a couple of observations I can probably make in 5 minutes, if 
you would like to hear them. 

The CuatrmMan. We would like to close this testimony today if we 
can. Will you come forward, please. I was not aware we had any- 
body from General Services Administration here. 

Mr. Azrorr. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman. We had requested that 
if they took the same position they took last year in opposition to the 
amendment, it might need a little amplification. 

The CHarrMan. State your full name for the record. 
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STATEMENT OF LAWSON KNOTT, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, 
PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRA- 
TION ; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN J. HURLEY, CHIEF COUNSEL, REAL 
PROPERTY DIVISION, OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL 


Mr. Knorr. Mr. Chairman, my name is Lawson Knott. I am As- 
sistant Commissioner of Public Buildings Service in the General 
Services Administration. I have with me Mr. John Hurley, counsel 
of that office. 

It is a pleasure to be here, Mr. Chairman. These hearings are not 
unfamiliar to me. Although I have not been im them this year, I 
was here as a representative of the Department of the Army a year 
ago when you were considering a similar bill. 

“T find, in a review of our records conc erning the position on this 
bill last year which was furnished the committee some time in mid- 
July, that the basic difficulty concerned the provisions for amending 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act, which swite hed 
the responsibility from the Administrator of General Services Ad- 
ministration to the Secretary of the Interior with respect to improved 
lands. 

This, I think, may be pertinent : That the provision now in the 
Federal Property Act was placed there by way ” amendment in 1952, 
amending the 1949 act, and brought forward a provision that had 
been incorporated in the old Surplus Property Act of 1944. 

After this provision was incorporated in 1952, we felt that it was 
incumbent from the standpoint of screening all of the lands to bring 
these lands by a report from the holding agencies to the General 
Services Administration in order that we could determine those areas 
not only which were substantially improved but those which were 
contiguous to that which would be required for disposal for various 
public purposes, such as, for example, for airport purposes. It is 
entirely conceivable that the improvements on an airport would cover 
only about 500 acres of auxiliary field, but that the surrounding lands 
of some 600 or 700 additional acres would be required if it were to 
be disposed of under the provisions of the act for continued airport 
purposes to a public body. 

So that has been the procedure, and we recognize that that has, 
in some instances, delayed to the extent of being ridiculous where 
large areas were being reported. 

We have recognized that some areas--for example, the Atomic 
Energy Commission has been withdrawing lands for several years 
now for exploratory purposes. Recognizing that they intended to do 
nothing with the land, that their activ ity involved nothing more than 
exploration, they have had delegation of authority to return those 
lands to the Department of the Interior. 

Now a year ago I find that, while a similar bill was being considered, 
we were amending our regulations to provide again, as it had been 
provided under the old War Assets Administration, that the holding 
agency would be responsible for determining those areas which were 
subst: intially improved and should be reported directly to the Admin- 
istrator, and leaving to them the responsibility for returning unim- 
proved lands directly to the Department of the Interior. Those regu- 
Gans have been cleared with the various agencies. The Department 
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of Defense has concurred in them, the Bureau of the Budget has con- 
curred inthem. The Department of the Interior commented on them 
last July and indicated that this change in procedure would not 
only simplify the disposition of excess property but would also give 
Interior its first full opportunity to review proposed disposals of 
excess withdrawn and reserved land. 

They went on to say that they were still concerned with one pro- 
vision. The new regulation provides that they will report substan- 
tially improved public- domain lands which have been changed in 
character by improvement to General Services Administration, and 
then as a catchall they will report any other lands which in the opinion 
of the holding agency should be reported in that manner in the best 
interest of the Government. 

Now that is a difficult field to cover, because what we mean, and 
all we mean, is that we cannot take simply an airport facility or an 
industrial plant and take only the land on which those buildings are 
located sid make any decent sort of disposal of them. We must have 
those lands in addition to the lands actually improved which, by rea- 
son of this activity or even any surrounding activity, have chi anged 
in their character. That is our concern and that is our case. 

The report last year, as I say, did object on that score. We feel 
that even the present act could stand some amendment to that extent 
that it is tied to changes in the character of the land by improvements. 

I am not prepared to say what the language ought to be, but perhaps 
it ought to c “by improv ‘ements or otherwi ise,” or at least allow some 
latitude for a chi inge in the character which results from the Govern- 
ment’s activity but. is collateral to the immediate activity of putting 
improvements on the property. If we could work that out, I think 
Ta. would be no problem. 

I do foresee this, Mr. Chairman: that in this change of responsi- 
bility—and it is essentially a mechanical one, as the Sec retary said— 
a ‘the Secretary of the Interior will be in the position of substitut- 

ng, becoming the substitute for the holding agency when the holding 
agency determines it no longer requires the ‘property. In the case 
of the Department of Defense, that means it must wait until it clears 
through the Armed Services Committee. 

Then where there is any public domain land, even a quarter section 
within a thousand acres of land, then it binds the Department of the 
Interior that that land is no longer required. The peer of the 
Interior then must assume the responsibility for the care and main- 
tenance of that property or work out an arrangement w ith the Depart- 
ment of Defense for the maintenance of that property until such time 
as it decides, and the Administrator concurs, that a segment of that 
property should be reported to the General Services Administration 
for disposal under the act. 

So that I can foresee many problems that it does not now have in the 
protection and maintenance of i improved property pending that time. 

Moreover, of course, the provision does not provide for any adjudi- 
cation. I do not foresee any difficulty, but it is conceivable that if the 
Secretary of the Interior did not receive the concurrence of the Admin- 
istrator on what area should be disposed of under the Federal Property 
Act we could have a stalemate for a period of time until we reached an 
agreement on it. 

The Cratrman. Section 5 (d) does require concurrence. 
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Mr. Knorr. That is right; it does. 

The Ciaran. Does General Services Administration object to 
that ? 

Mr. Knorr. No: we donot object to that. But I am saying, as a 
practical matter, the Department of the Interior, which is being sub- 
stituted for the holding agency and would eventually report under the 
act the improved property, may be in the position of holding this until 
their concurrence is had with respect to the area. 

Let’s say the Department of the Interior feels that only the improved 
land at such an airfield should be disposed of under the Federal 
Property Act, and the Administrator says that that simply—and per- 
haps with the concurrence of the CAA, who must pass on the require- 
ments of the area to be used for airport purposes by a public body. 
Perhaps either the Administrator or the CAA Administrator says 
that that is insufficient. 

The Cratrman. I think you have a good point there with reference 
to the definition of improved property. 

Mr. Knorr. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Because I can see how you could not just carve out 
a particular area upon which the buildings were situated. 

Mr. Knorr. Yes. 

The CoarrMan. With no area for parking, no areas for storage, and 
no area for collateral activties. 

Mr. Knorr. Right. 

The Cuatrman. Perhaps we can make a note of that, Counsel, and 
perhaps we can loosen that language up a little bit to allow some dis- 
cretion in that finding. 

Mr. Knorr. Right. 

The Cuatrman. It is bad practice, in my opinion, not to have the 
absolute decision in some particular place, but in this instance it would 
seem to me that the worst you could get out of a failure to have con- 
currence would be a stalemate. 

Mr. Knorr. That is right. 

The Cratrrman. And eventually somebody would have to shake it 
loose. 

Mr. Knorr. That is right. 

The CiramrM an. So it is not a very serious matter, and in the long 
haul perhaps the concurrence of the Administrator gives some pro- 
tection against arbitrary or capricious action in the “Department of 
the Interior, although as an administrative device I do not like that 
kind of arrangement because you do not have the party you can 
put your finger on and say, “You are the fellow that made this ackaidin 
or should have made it and did not.” You have two of them and you 
get the shell-and-pea game, and sometimes you cannot tell which 
shell the pea is under. “Perhaps that needs some improvement. 

Mr. Knorr. We realize it is a mixed problem and one that is very 
difficult to solve. 

The Cuatrrman. Do members have any further questions? 

Counsel, do you have any questions 4 

Mr. Anporr, Just 1 or 2, Mr. Chairman, if I may. 

Mr. Knott, you pidbabily heard the question asked of the Interior 
witnesses on the concern that they have over what has happened to 
our public lands title records. 

A year or so ago, informally, I sat down with three different divisions 
of the lands st: ut over there, and from the records we have and our 
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understanding of what happens to land-title records, I believe the 
members here would share the concern of the Department of the 
Interior that what we are doing—we have a number of agencies 
quitclaiming all right, title, and ‘interest of the United States, and 
yet in the one despository of Federal land records we have had ‘from 
the beginning, the General Land Office and its successors, there is no 
indication of the chain of title. 

Mr. Kworr. I noted that, Mr. Abbott, and I thought it was an 
interesting point. 

( ‘ertainly, because of the peculiar nature of the public domain, we 
would, if we are not now doing it—and I certainly intend to look 
into it—we could certainly prov vide for a copy of a deed to be pro- 
vided the Bureau of Land Management to cover their records on 
that domain land. 

Mr. Assorr. That would be almost an automative administrative 
act, or should be, in the interest of good land records; would you not 
agree / 

Mr. Knorr. It has not been the custom, except on request, to furnish 
it. We furnish Department of Defense, for example, with a copy of 
deed to land which they acquired 

The CuatrmMan. May I interrupt just a minute. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. Abbott. 

Mr. Aszorr. The other question which is tied to the one just asked, 
Mr. Knott, is related to the alternative which Mr. Thomas raised, 
and that is reversion to the status in which Defense-held lands were 
prior to their withdrawal. I presume that the questions you raised, 
as to caretaking particularly, would exist there just as they would 
under the amendment to the act itself. 

Mr. Kworr. I assume so, although he was talking about the so-called 
Budge bill, I believe. 

Mr. Apgorr. Yes. 

Mr. Kworr. I have not read that. 

Mr. Assorr. Simply, the Budge provision would make automatic 
the reversion to their previous ‘status any lands found surplus to 
defense needs. Do you feel that the administrative problems, the 
transitional administrative problems that would apply in case of the 
other amendment would apply there also? 

Mr. Knorr. I think so. 

Mr. Assorr. Could you work with the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment on what you would consider a desirable alternative on spelling 
out this language / 

Mr. Knorr. That is with respect to improvements? 

Mr. Asgsorr. Improvement particularly. 

Mr. Knorr. Yes. 

Mr. Assorr. I believe that is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The committee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the committee adjourned, to reconvene 
at 10a. m., Thursday, F ebru: ary 7, 1957.) 

(Commarrer Nore.—Subsequently H. R. 627 was ordered reported 
to the House with amendments. A clean bill, H. R. 5538, w: vas _there- 
after reported embracing the amendments made to H. R. 627. H. R. 
5538 and the committee report thereon are as follows:) 
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H. R. 5538, 85rxH CoNeress, 1st SESSION 


A BILL To provide that withdrawals, reservations, or restrictions of more than five 
thousand acres of public lands of the United States for certain purposes shall not 
become effective until approved by Act of Congress, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding any other provisions of 
law, except in time of war or national emergency hereafter declared by the 
President or the Congress, on and after the date of enactment of this Act the 
provisions hereof shall apply to the withdrawal and reservation for, restriction 
of, and utilization by, the Department of Defense for defense purposes of the 
public lands of the United States, including public lands in the Territories of 
Alaska and Hawaii: Provided, That— 

(1) for the purposes of this Act, the term “public lands” shall be deemed to 
include, without limiting the meaning thereof, Federal lands and waters of 
the Outer Continental Shelf, as defined in section 2 of the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act (67 Stat. 462), and Federal lands and waters off the coast 
of the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii; 

(2) nothing in this Act shall be deemed to be applicable to the withdrawal 
or reservation of public lands specifically as naval petroleum, naval oil shale, 
or naval coal reserves ; 

(3) nothing in this Act shall be deemed to be applicable to the warning 
areas in the Federal lands and waters of the Outer Continental Shelf and 
Federal lands and waters off the coast of the Territory of Alaska set aside 
by the military departments prior to the enactment of the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act (67 Stat. 462) ; and 

(4) nothing in this Act shall be deemed to be applicable to those reserva- 
tions or withdrawals which expired due to the ending of the unlimited na- 
tional emergency and which subsequent to such expiration have been and 
are now used by the military departments with the concurrence of the 
Department of the Interior. 

Sec. 2. No public land, water, or land and water area shall, except by Act 
of Congress, hereafter be (1) withdrawn from settlement, location, sale, or entry 
for the use of the Department of Defense for defense purposes; (2) reserved for 
such use; or (3) restricted from operation of the mineral leasing provisions of 
the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (67 Stat. 462), if such withdrawal, 
reservation, or restriction would result in the withdrawal, reservation, or restric- 
tion of more than five thousand acres in the aggregate for any one defense project 
or facility of the Department of Defense since the date of enactment of this Act 
or since the last previous Act of Congress which withdrew, reserved, or restricted 
public land, water, or land and water area for that project or facility, which- 
ever is later. 

Sec. 3. Any application hereafter filed for a withdrawal, reservation, or re- 
striction, the approval of which will, under section 2 of this Act, require an Act 
of Congress, shall specify 


(1) the name of the requesting agency and intended using agency: 

(2) location of the area involved, to include a detailed description of the 
exterior boundaries and excepted areas, if any, within such proposed with- 
drawal, reservation, or restriction: 

(3) gross land and water acreage within the exterior boundaries of the 
requested withdrawal, reservation, or restriction, and net public land, water, 
or public land and water acreage covered by the application ; 

(4) the purpose or purposes for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn, reserved, or restricted, or if the purpose or purposes are classified for 
national security reasons, a statement to that effect: 

(5) whether the proposed use will result in contamination of any or all of 
the requested withdrawal, reservation, or restriction area, and if so, whether 
such contamination will be permanent or temporary: 

(6) the period during which the proposed withdrawal, reservation, or 
restriction will continue in effect; 

(7) whether, and if so to what extent, the proposed use will affect contin- 
uing full operation of the public land laws and Federal regulations relat- 
ing to conservation, utilization, and development of mineral resources. tim- 
ber and other material resources, grazing resources, fish and wildlife re- 


sources, Water resources, and scenic, wilderness, and recreation and other 
values: and 
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(8) if effecting the purpose for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn, reserved, or restricted, will involve the use of water in any State, 
whether subject to existing rights under law, the intended using agency has 
acquired or proposes to acquire, rights to the use thereof in conformity with 
State laws and procedures relating to the control, appropriation, use, aad 
distribution of water. 

Src. 4. Chapter 159 of title 10, United States Code. is amended as follows: 

(1) By adding the following new section at the end: 

“§ 2671. Military reservations and facilities: hunting, fishing, and trapping 

“(a) The Secretary of Defense shall, with respect to each military installation 
or facility under the jurisdiction of any military department in a State or Terri- 
tory— 

“(1) require that all hunting, fishing, and trapping at that installation 
or facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or 
Territory in which it is located ; 

(2) require that an appropriate license for hunting, fishing, or trapping 
on that installation or facility be obtained, except that with respect to mem- 
bers of the Armed Forces, such a license may be required only if the State or 
Territory authorizes the issuance of a license to a member on active duty 
for a period of more than thirty days at an installation or facility within 
that State or Territory, without regard to residence requirements, and 
upon terms otherwise not less favorable than the terms upon which such 
a license is issued to residents of that State or Territory; and 

(3) develop, subject to safety requirements and military security, and in 
cooperation with the Governor (or his designee) of the State or Territory 
in which the installation or facility is located, procedures under which 
designated fish and game or conservation officials of that State or Territory 
may, at such time and under such conditions as may be agreed upon, have 
full access to that installation or facility to effect measures for the manage- 
ment, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

“(b) The Secretary of Defense shall prescribe regulations to carry out this 
section. 

*(c) Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a requirement 
prescribed under subsection (a) (1) or (2), which act or omission would be 
punishable if committed or omitted within the jurisdiction of the State or Terri- 
tory in which the installation or facility is located, by the laws thereof in effect 
at the time of that act or omission, is guilty of a like offense and is subject to a 
like punishment. 

“(d) This section does not modify any rights granted by treaty or otherwise 
to any Indian tribe or to the members thereof,” 

(2) By adding the following new item at the end of the analysis: 

“9671. Military reservations and facilities: hunting, fishing and trapping.” 

Sec. 5. The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (68 
Stat. 8377), as amended, is hereby further amended by revising section 3 (d) to 
read as follows: 

“(d) The term ‘property’ means any interest in property except (1) the publi: 
domain; lands reserved or dedicated for national forest or national park pur 
poses; minerals in lands or portions of lands withdrawn or reserved from the 
public domain which the Secretary of the Interior determines are suitable for 
disposition under the public land mining and mineral leasing laws: and lands 
withdrawn or reserved from the public domain except lands or portions of lands 
so withdrawn or reserved which the Secretary of the Interior, with the concur 
rence of the Administrator, determines are not suitable for return to the public 
domain for disposition under the general public-land laws because such lands are 
substantially changed in character by improvements or otherwise; (2) naval 
vessels of the following categories: Battleships, cruisers, aircraft carriers, 
destroyers, and submarines; and (3) records of the Federal Government.” 

Sec. 6. All withdrawals or reservations of public lands for the use of any 
agency of the Department of Defense, except lands withdrawn or reserved 
specifically as naval petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal reserves, hereto- 
fore or hereafter made by the United States, shall be deemed to be subject to the 
condition that all minerals. including oil and gas, in the lands so withdrawn or 
reserved are under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior and there 
shall be no disposition of, or exploration for, any minerals in such lands except 
under the applicable public land mining and mineral leasing laws: Provided. 
That no disposition of, or exploration for, any minerals in such lands shall be 
made where the Secretaries of Defense and Interior determine that such disposi- 
tion or exploration is inconsistent with the military use of the lands so withdrawn 
or reserved. 
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(Reported without amendment) 


851TH CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPORT 
Ist Session 





PROVIDING THAT WITHDRAWALS, RESERVATIONS, OR RESTRICTIONS 
OF MORE THAN 5,000 ACRES OF PUBLIC LANDS OF THE UNITED 
STATES FOR CERTAIN PURPOSES SHALL NOT BECOME EFFECTIVE 
UNTIL APPROVED BY ACT OF CONGRESS, AND FOR OTHER PUR- 
POSES 


Marcu 21, 1957.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Enoie, from the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. R. 5538] 


The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (H. R. 5538) to provide that withdrawals, reservations, 
or restrictions of more than 5,000 acres of public lands of the United 
States for certain purposes shall not become effective until approved 
by act of Congress, and for other purposes, having considered the same, 
report favorably thereon without amendment and recommend that 
the bill do pass. 

LEGISLATION CONSIDERED 


H. R. 5538, the reported measure, is a clean bill introduced by Repre- 
sentative Engle, of California, after consideration by the committee 
of H. R. 627, also introduced by Mr. Engle, together with nine other 
bills having an identical purpose. The others: H. R. 608, by Repre- 
sentative Dawson, of Utah; H. R. 931, by Representative Saylor, of 
Pennsylvania; H. R. 1148, by Representative Johnson, of Wisconsin; 
H. R. 3403, by Representative Metcalf, of Montana; H. R. 3661, by 
Representative Thomson of Wyoming; H. R. 3788, by Representative 
Udall, of Arizona; H. R. 3799, by Representative Baring, of Nevada; 
H. R. 3860, by Representative Pfost, of Idaho; and H. R. 5739, by 
Representative Dixon, of Utah. Also considered was H. R. 575, by 
Representative Budge, of Idaho, a bill to provide that public lands 
of the United States shall not be withdrawn or reserved for defense 
purposes except by act of Congress. 
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PURPOSE OF H. R. 5538 


H. R. 5538 deals with defense agency acquisition and use of the 
public lands and associated resources of the United States for defense 
purposes. The broad purpose and objective of the bill is to return 
from the executive branch to the Congress—to the extent that such 
lands are involved—the responsibility imposed by the Constitution 
on the Congress for their management. 

Specifically, the reported measure deals with the withdrawal and 
reservation for, restriction of, and utilization by the Department of 
Defense for defense purposes of the public lands of the United States 
and Alaska and Hawaii, the outer Continental Shelf lands of the 
United States, and Federal lands and waters off the coasts of Alaska 
and Hawaii. If the reported bill is enacted, such proposed uses by 
agencies of the Department of Defense involving more than 5,000 
acres for any one project or facility could only be effectuated—not- 
withstanding any other provisions of law, except in time of war or 
national emergency hereafter declared by the President or the Con- 
gress—after compliance with its terms, and after approval of such 
proposals by specific act of Congress. 

H. R. 5538, in addition, would set out clear-cut statutory require- 
ments for the utilization and disposition of certain of the resources 
found within existing and future military installations and facilities 
so as to assure highest and best management, conservation, utilization, 
and development thereof on a continuing basis. To achieve these ob- 
jectives— 

First, the bill would lay a more adequate base for fully deter- 
mining at the local level and for congressional consideration the 
resource impact of proposed withdrawals; 

Second, H. R. 5538, if enacted, would substantially reduce the 
areas of present and continuing conflict between State and Terri- 
torial officials and the commanding officers of military installa- 
tions and facilities involving the management, conservation, and 
harvesting of fish and game resources, and the enforcement of fish 
and game laws within military installations and facilities; 

Third, the bill would amend in two particulars the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 377), 
as amended, so as to clarify operations thereunder involving the 
disposition of the mineral estate in withdrawn or reserved public 
domain lands, and to redefine the responsibility of the Secretary 
of the Interior with respect to disposition of public lands with- 
drawn or reserved and subsequently declared excess to the needs 
of Federal agencies; and 

Fourth, the bill’s provisions would remove whatever doubts may 
exist, if any, as to the laws which govern the disposal of and ex- 
ploration for any and all minerals, including oil and gas, in public 
lands of the United States heretofore or hereafter withdrawn or 
reserved by the United States for the use of Defense agencies. 

Defense withdrawal application procedure 

The first of these objectives would be accomplished by continuing 
in effect—but by redefining the requirements therein—the present pro- 
cedure whereby the requesting defense agency files an application with 
the appropriate land office of the Bureau of Land Management, De- 
partment of the Interior, for withdrawal, restriction, or reservation of 
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a specified area. Such applications for use of areas embraced within 
the terms of the bill will hereafter be required to specify: The name 
of the requesting and intended using agency; the location and gross 
and net acreage involved; purpose or purposes of the withdrawal, 
restriction, or reservation; whether contamination will result from 
the proposed use or uses; use period; effect of use on continuing full 
operation of the public land laws, and full resources utilization, man- 
agement, and development; and the relationship of the proposed use 
to laws and procedures of the States of the reclamation West relating 
to the control, appropriation, use, and distribution of water. 

Local hunting and fishing laws made applicable 

To accomplish the second objective, with respect to any military 
installation or facility, the bill would require that hunting, trapping, 
and fishing thereon be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the 
State or Territory in which such areas are located; and that State or 
Territorial licenses be obtained for hunting, trapping, and fishing 
thereon if local law authorizes their issuance to Armed Forces mem- 
bers on bona fide military duty for more than 30 days at any installa- 
tion within the State or Territory involved, without regard to resi- 
dence requirements, and upon terms no less favorable than those upon 
which such a license is issued to residents. 

Further, the bill would mandate the Secretary of Defense, in coop- 
eration with the appropriate governor or his designee and subject 
to safety and military-security requirements, to develop procedures 
whereby State or Territorial fish and game or conservation officials 
may have full access thereto to effect measures for the management, 
conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 

By the terms of the bill, violations of the State and Territorial fish 
and game laws made applicable to military installations and facilities 
are made violations of Federal law, and subject to like punishment as 
though committed or omitted within the State or Territorial 
jurisdiction, 

The bill specifically recites that rights granted by treaty or otherwise 
to any Indian tribe or members thereof are not modified by the 
provisions dealing with fishing, trapping, and hunting. 


Disposition of surplus defense lands 


The third objective would be accomplished by amending the amended 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to make it 
clear that minerals in withdrawn or reserved public domain lands 
which the Secretary of the Interior determines are suitable for disposi- 
tion under the public-land mining and mineral leasing laws are ex- 
cepted from the real property disposition provisions of the amended 
1949 act; similarly, only those withdrawn or reserved public domain 
lands excess to the needs of Federal agencies found by the Secre- 
tary—with the concurrence of the Administrator of General Services— 
not suitable for restoration to public land status, by virtue of their 
having been substantially changed in character by improvements, 
would hereafter be subject to the real property disposition provisions 
of the amended 1949 act. 


Mineral resources in defense lands 


Finally, the reported bill would accomplish the fourth objective by 
declaring that all minerals in withdrawn or reserved public lands 
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except lands withdrawn or reserved specifically as naval petroleum, 
naval oil shale, or naval coal reserves—are under the jurisdiction of the 
Secretary of the Interior, and that no disposition thereof, or explora- 
tion therefor, shall be made except under 


* * * the applicable public-land mining and mineral leasing 
laws. 


BACKGROUND OF THE LEGISLATION 


As set out above, H. R. 5538 and related bills have as their funda- 
mental purpose and objective returning to the Congress a greater de- 

ree of the direct exercise of the responsibility fixed by the Federal 
Constitution in the legislative branch for effecting policies and pro- 
cedures governing the utilization of the public lands and other property 
of the United States. 

Put another way, H. R. 5538 deals with the power to withdraw, re- 
serve, or restrict the public lands and other property of the United 
States from settlement, entry, location, and sale. Subject only to the 
limits of its own provisions, and notwithstanding other provisions of 
law, it isa bill for the recapture by the Congress of those powers which 
the executive branch of the Government has acquired, over a long 
period of years, through acquiescence or silence on the part of 
Congress. 

Through statutory enactment, executive and administrative action, 
and judicial interpretation, the special body of laws by which the 
Congress has undertaken to carry out its responsibility under the Con- 
stitution, the law governing public lands is known as the “public-land 
law.” At the outset, it therefore appears that a brief reference to the 
statistics and nomenclature of public-land matters generally, and 
public-land law particularly, will serve to lay a base for understanding 
of the background, objectives, and effect of the reported legislation. 
Area of the 48 United States: Lands disposition 

The 48 United States embrace a land and inland water area totaling 
1,934,327,680 acres, or 3,022,387 square miles. In the series of inter- 
national agreements and treaties which established the boundaries of 
the United States, the Federal Government acquired title to all the 
land outside the original 13 States and Texas—the area of those 14 
States totaling 463,094,400 acres; thus the balance, commonly referred 
to as the “area of the original public domain” totaled 1.4 billion acres. 

Since the earliest days of the Republic, title to approximately 1 bil- 
lion acres of original public domain has passed from the United States. 
This change from Federal to non-Federal ownership has included, 
chronologically— 

(1) sale of land to help meet the expenses of the Government 
in the early days of the Republic; 

(2) land granted as bounty for military service, for public 
improvements such as canals, railroads, and highways, and for 
the benefit of schools, colleges, and other public institutions. in the 
yarious States; 

(3) the policy—following the Civil War—of effecting disposi- 
tion through homesteading and land settlement, thus permitting 
expansion of the Union westward to the Pacific, until the 

(4) present era of conservation, utilization and development of 
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remaining original public domain and the nearly 50 million acres 
of “acquired” lands, i. e., federally owned land in the United 
States acquired by purchase, donation, transfer, or other methods. 


Area of Alaska: Lands disposition 


The Territory of Alaska embraces a land and inland water area 
totaling 375,296,000 acres. Of the 365,481,600 acres of total land area, 
about 99.9 percent, or 365,062,391 acres are federally owned, accord- 
ing to the most recent figures published by the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

While Alaska, acquired in 1867, has in theory enjoyed the benefits 
of both the “disposition” and “management” policy phases referred to 
under the previous heading, this committee has in other reports 
observed that in actual practice Congress has emphasized almost 
exclusively the latter policy, since Federal title has passed with 
respect to only 400,000 plus acres. 


Public lands, or public domain lands 


In their general sense the terms “public lands” and “public domain 
lands” are defined as— 


Original public domain lands which have never left Fed- 
eral ownership; also, lands in Federal ownership which were 
obtained by the Government in exchange for public lands or 
for timber on such lands; also, original public domain lands 
which have reverted to Federal ownership through operation 
of the public-land laws (source: Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management, Glossary of Public-Land 
Terms (1949)). 


In its technical, legal, or statutory sense, however, the term “public 
lands” by itself—employed interchange: bly with the term “public 
domain lands”—is today used to ae e vacant, unappropriated, un- 
reserved Federal real property; i. e., lands open to the public lands 
laws relating to settlement, entry, hades and sale, and authorizing 
entry for mining, mineral lee sing, timber and other materials removal, 
local public purposes, recreation, homesteading, etc. Such lands are 
administered by the Bureau of Land Management, Department of the 
Interior. 

“Public lands” as a term by itself should also be distinguished from 
the term “reserved public lands” or “withdrawn public lands.” All 
are public lands, all are public domain; the former generally refers to 
unreserved public lands, while the latter two terms refer to areas 
described as “Federal reservations.” 


Federal reservations 

Two categor ies of federally owned real property may be said to fall 
within the term “reservations.” 

Original public domain lands—lands to which title has been in the 
United States since acquisition—and withdrawn to a greater or lesser 
degree from the general operation of the public-land aws relating to 
settlement, entry, location, and sale, are “Federal reservations.” So, 
too, are lands acquired or reacquired by the United States by purchase, 
condemnation, or by exchange for ‘such purchases condemned, or 


donated lands or for interests in or on such lands, and held for a 
specific public purpose. 
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The term “withdraw” is used interchangeably with the term “re- 
serve” to describe the statutory or administrative action which restricts 
or segregates a designated area of Federal real property from the 
full operation of the public-land laws relating to settlement, entry, 
location, and sales, which action holds them for a specific—and 
usually limited—public purpose. 

Examples of reservations include: national forest reserve lands; 
national parks, monuments, and other units of the national park sys- 
tem; fish and wildlife refuges; petroleum, oil shale, coal, and other 
mineral reserves; recreation and wilderness areas; reclamation and 
power withdrawals or reservations; military reservations, and similar 
areas, all of which are held by some Federal agency for specified pub- 
lic purposes, and all of which may be created wholly from reserved 
original public-domain lands, wholly from acquired or reacquired 
lands, or from portions of both. Other examples of. Federal reserva- 
tions, frequently created wholly from acquired lands, are post-office 
sites, weather stations, immigration and customs facilities, lighthouses, 
Federal courthouse sites, and the like. 

Federally owned lands, as distinguished from reserved public lands 
on Federal reservations, then, are commonly referred to today—as 
they are in the reported bill and this report—as “public lands” or 
“public domain lands.” 


Airspace reservations, inland and overwater 

The committee, as background for findings and recommendations 
which follow, wishes to refer to one additional procedure directly 
relating to the use and development of surface and subsurface resources 
within areas over which Federal sovereignty is exercised, 

Federally owned real property has been categorized above as “re- 
served public lands” (also known as “Federal reservations”) or as 
“public lands” (also “public domain lands”). Basically, both cate- 
gories relate to horizontal use classification, 1. e., when so labeled, indi- 
cation is given as to whether general use of the surface and subsur- 
face resources is permitted, or limited use. 

For the past 30 years, progressively increased attention has been 
directed to matters involving use, in interstate commerce, of airspace 
over both Federal and non-Federal lands and waters; to the extent 
that airspace use may be either general or limited, it may be said that 
what is involved is vertical use classification. 

By congressional statutory enactment “airspace reservation” has 
been defined to mean— 


* * * airspace, identified by an area on the surface of the 
earth, in which the flight of aircraft is prohibited or re- 
stricted * * *; 


similarly, “aircraft” has been statutorily defined to mean— 


* * * any contrivance now known or hereafter invented, 
used, or designed for navigation of or flight in the air * * *. 


(See the act of June 23, 1938, cited at 52 Stat. 977-978 ; 49 U.S.C. 401.) 

Primarily by reason of military requirements—and in limited in- 
stances by reason of security requirements—substantial acreages of 
land, both inland and offshore, are today overlayed with airspace res- 
ervations which the responsible Federal agency, the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration, variously denominates “restricted;” “caution,” “warn- 
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ing,” “prohibited,” or “controlled firing” areas. When an agency 
subject to existing statutory and regulatory requirements proposes to 
usé airspace for activities such as aircraft, ballistics, missiles, or 
weapons testing or training activities—or for such less space-consum- 
ing activity as launching of anchored balloons used in gathering 
weather data—and the proposed activity offers potential hazards to 
air navigation, several steps are involved. 

Consideration of the proposal will normally first lie before one of 
the several regional airspace subcommittees, at which level oppor- 
tunity is afforded for notice to other interested agencies and for hear- 
ings. Centralized consideration of the field proposal is thereafter had 
by the Washington Airspace Panel and the Air Coordinating Com- 
mittee en route to final processing by the CAA. 

Designation of an airspace restricted area overland by the CAA is 
accompanied by promulgation and publication of the fact of designa- 
tion. The areas so limited are charted on appropriate air and surface 
navigation charts and maps, and permission must be obtained from 
the controlling agency before entry of the airspace is effected. 

Prohibited areas, designated by Executive order of the President 
where national security is involved, are airspace areas closed to any 
and all aircraft entry. 

Existence of overwater warning areas seaward of the territorial 
waters of the United States, on the other hand, operates only to put 
air or surface users in the vicinity on notice that hazards to naviga- 
tion may be present, and has the effect of alerting the user to proceed 
with caution. 

As will presently be shown, existing procedures providing for the 
designation of restricted areas by reason of military airspace use 
may have the effect of closing to resource development the surface 
and subsurface underlying the requesting airspace. 

Scope of the reported bill, H. R. 5538 


Having in mind the foregoing, there emerges this statistical pic- 
ture, revised from 1956 to reflect current compilations— 


(1) The United States owns approximately 772 million 
acres of real property today, of which some 407 million acres 
are located within the 48 States, 365 million acres in Alaska. 

(2) Within the foregoing definitions, approximately 365 
million acres of federally owned real property are denom- 
inated “Federal reservations,” 275 million acres in the 48 
States, 90 million acres in Alaska, 

(3) The public lands of the United States open to settle- 
ment, entry, location, and sale under the public-land laws 
therefore total approximately 440 million acres, of which 
only 170 million acres are located in the 48 States, 270 million 
acres are located in Alaska. 


H. R. 5538 generally deals with the power of the Executive to with- 
draw, reserve, or restrict, for Defense purposes, the remaining 170 
million acres of public lands—as herein defined—in the 48 States, the 
remaining 270 million acres in Alaska, and the public lands in Hawaii. 
As indicated earlier, H. R. 5538 would also directly affect utilization 
and disposition of the surface estate, surface resources, and mineral 
estate of substantial areas of public land reserved or withdrawn areas. 
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as well as outer Continental Shelf lands and lands and waters off the 
coasts of Alaska and Hawaii. 

It is against this background that the policy questions raised by H. 
R. 5538 must be considered. So that there may be retained in the 85th 
Congress in a single document as a part of the legislative history of the 
reported bill, the committee is again including some of the material 
contained in House Report No. 2856 of the 84th C ongress, 2d session, 
to accompany H. R. 12185, the predecessor legislation to the bill here- 
with reported. 


FEDERAL PROPERTY AND THE CONSTITUTION 


The committee here reiterates that H. R. 5538 is a bill for the 
recapture by the Congress of those powers which the executive branch 
of the Government has acquired over a long period of years with 
respect to the withdrawal of the public lands : from settlement, entry, 
location, and sale under the public land laws—an Executive power 
acquired through acquiescence or silence on the part of the Congress. 

That Congress has the final authority for the making of public 
land withdrawals or reservations cannot be doubted. The Federal 
Constitution and decisions of the Supreme Court make this point 
amply clear. 

The property clause 
Article IV, section 3, clause 2, of the Constitution declares that— 


The Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all 
needful rules and regulations respecting the Territory or 
other property belonging to the United States; * * * 


It will be noted that the grant of this power—the fixing of it in 
the Congress—is without qualification or exception. As will presently 
be shown, the decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States 
construjng this constitutional provision establish two fundamental 
principles germane to any discussion of the pending legislation: First, 
that the power of Congress over the use and disposition of Federal 
property is without limitation ; second, that Congress may—expressly 
or by implication—grant powers to the E xecutive to act for the Con- 
gress in precisely the same way that an owner might grant powers 
toan agent. 


Supreme Court decisions and the General Withdrawal Act of 1910 

As recently as March 15, 1954, the Supreme Court of the United 
States had occasion to refer to the decisions of the past involving the 
property clause. In the case of Alabama v. Tewas et al. (347 U.S. 
272), an original action decided together with Rhode Island v. Louisi- 
ana et al., the Court had under consideration motions of the States of 
Alabama and Rhode Island for leave to file complaints challenging 
the constitutionality of the Submerged Lands Act of 1953 (67 Stat. 29). 

The Court, in its per curiam opinion denying the motions, bases its 
conclusion that the 1953 act is constitutional on the language in article 
IV, section 3, clause 2, of the Constitution. The extracts from the 
earlier decisions relied upon in this recent case are pertinent here: 


The power of Congress to dispose of any kind of property 
belonging to the United States is vested in Congress without 
limitation (United States v. Gratiot, 14 Pet. 526, 537). 
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For it must be borne in mind that Congress-not only has a 
legislative power over the public domain, but it also exercises 
the powers of the proprietor therein. Congress “may deal 
with such lands precisely as a private individual may deal 
with his farming property. It may sell or withhold them 
from sale” (cases 5 cited) (United States v. Midwest Oil Com- 
pany, 326 U.S. 459, 474). 

* The power over the public lands thus entrusted to 
Congress is without limitations. “And it is not for the courts 
to say how that trust shall be determined” (United States v. 
San Francisco, 310 U.S. 16, 29-30). 

We have said that the constitutional power of Congress 
funder art. IV, sec. 3, clause 2] is without limitation eae 
(United States v. California, 332 U. S. 19, 27). 


The foregoing should serve to sustain the assertion that Congress 
has unlimited power respecting the use and disposition of Federal 
property. 

The decision in the Midwest Oil case, supra, as will presently be 
shown, also forms the basis for an assertion by the Executive that 
Congress by implication prior to 1910, and expressly thereafter, had 
granted to the Executive the power to act for the Congress in certain 
matters respecting the use of Federal property. 

The act of June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 247; 43 U. S. C. 141-143), as 
amended, referred to as the General Withdrawal Act, reads in perti- 
nent part as follows: 


That the President may, at any time, in his discretion, tem- 
porarily withdraw from settlement, location, s sale, or entry 
any of the public lands of the United States including the 
District of Alaska and reserve the same for water power sites, 
irrigation, classification of lands, or other public purposes 
to be specified in the orders of withdrawals, and such with- 
drawals or reservations shall remain in force until revoked 
by him or by an act of Congress. 

Src. 2. That all lands withdrawn under the provisions of 
this act shall at all times be open to exploration, discovery, 
occupation, and purchase under the mining laws of the United 


States, so far as the same shall apply to ;metalliferous min- 
—. * 


Basis for “implied power” assertion 


The Midwest Oil Co. case involved a withdrawal order made prior 
to the passage of the 1910 act. In that opinion, with respect to pre- 
1910 Executive actions, the Court said We power exercised by the 
executive arose through a long-continued prattice acquiesced in by 
the Congress; at the same time, the Court recognized congressional 
control (236 U.S. 459, 471, 474-475), but pointed out that: 


The Executive, as agent, was in charge of the public do- 
main; by a multitude of orders, extending over a long period 
of time and affecting vast bodies of land in many States and 
Territories, he withdrew large areas in the pnblie interest. 
These orders were known to the Congress, as principal, and 
in not a single instance was the act of the agent disapproved. 
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Its acquiescence al] the more readily operated as an implied 
grant of power in view of the fact that its exercise was not 
only useful to the public but did not interfere with the vested 
right of the citizen. 


Thus was born the oft-quoted syllabus point from the Midwest 
opinion (236 U.S. 459.460) which declares: 


Silence of Congress after consideration of a practice by 
the Executive may be equivalent to acquiescence and consent 
that the practice be continued until the power is revoked. 


So much for the implied power in the Executive prior to the Gen- 
eral Withdrawal Act of 1910. 

Basis for “express power” assertion 

In the wake of congressional enactment of the 1910 act empowering 
the President to make temporary withdrawals of the public lands, 
controversy arose as to whether the legislative authority for effecting 
temporary withdrawals was, in effect, a limitation upon the general 
power of the Chief Executive to make withwdrawals of the public 
domain. 

The then Attorney General, Robert H. Jackson, in a letter to Sec- 
retary of the Interior Harold Ickes on June 4, 1941, expressed the 
belief that, since the President was possessed of the pow ‘er to make per- 
manent reservations and temporary withdrawals of the public lands 
prior to the enactment of June 25, 1910, the Withdrawal Act of that 
date should be construed as affirming rather than limiting the author- 
ity of the President to make w ithdrawals of the public domain. 

“Thus, the basis for the assertion of express power in the Executive 
was created—through the Midwest decision and Jackson letter—to 
the satisfaction of the agencies of the executive interested in with- 
drawal and reservation of public domain lands. In hearings last 
year before the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs prior 
to development of the reported measure, Defense Department wit- 
nesses on several occasions, as well as witness for the Department of 
the Interior, affirmed that the basis for the assertion today of express 
power to make permanent withdrawals—as distinguished from tem- 
porary withdrawals authorized by the 1910 act—is the 1941 letter of 
the Attorney General, as supported by the Supreme Court in the Mid- 
west Oil decision. 

It would seem pertinent at this point to observe that Congress— 
applying the Midwest Oil yardstick—has perhaps, since 1941 re- 
mained silent, and has therefor indulged in a practice— 


* * * equivalent to acquiescence and consent that the prac- 
tice be continued,until the power exercised is revoked. 


H. R. 5538 is specifically aimed at breaking that silence—if silence 
it be—with respect to the Federal property “embraced by its terms, 
and for the reasons hereinafter set out, and to that extent signaling an 
end to the implied consent by direct. congressional enactment limiting 
the power exercised. 

Bases for current withdrawals 
Having in mind the foregoing, and considering statutory enact- 


ments presently in effect, it may be ascertained in summary that with 
drawals today are made under four major bases of authority: 
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(1) The first of these is the implied authority of the Executive. 
It has been the practice since the early days of the Republic, as the 
necessities of the public service required, for the President to with- 
draw public lands from the operation of the public land laws and to 
reserve them for specific purposes. 

This practice, it is argued, continued over the years with the know!- 
edge—and without the disapproval—of the Congress, and was recog- 
nized in the Midwest Oil case, supra, which enunciated the rinciple 
that by such use of the power of withdrawal a grant of authority to 
the Executive was implied. 

This broad, implied authority was delegated to, and presently vests 
in, the Secretary of the Interior as a result of a series of Executive 
orders: by Executive Order No. 9146, of April 24, 1942, and Executive 
Order No. 9337 of April 24, 1943, and lastly, by Executive Order No. 
10355 of May 26, 1952. The latter order removed the necessity— 
according to Interior Department testimony—theretofore existin 
that withdrawal orders be cleared through the Attorney General an 
the Bureau of the Budget, and specified that all withdrawals made 
under its authority should be designated as “public land orders.” 

(2) The second basis for current withdrawals is the act of June 25, 
1910, supra. It is pointed out that while withdrawals under the 
General Withdrawal Act of 1910 are termed “temporary,” the act 
specified that they shall remain in force until revoked by the President 
or by an act of Congress; further that such lands remain at all times 
open to location under the mining laws as the same apply to metal- 
liferous minerals. 

(3) The third category includes withdrawals made under various 
acts establishing particular fields of activity, relating to the responsi- 
bility of the several Executive agencies. Better known examples in 
this category include: the amended act of March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1103; 
46 U.S. C. 471), authorizing the President to reserve lands as national 
forests; section 3 of the Reclamation Act of June 17, 1902, as amended 
(39 Stat. 865; 48 U. S. C. 416), authorizing the Secretary of the 
Interior to withdraw lands for reclamation purposes; the act of June 
8, 1906 (34 Stat. 225; 16 U. S. C. 431-433), authorizing the President 
to reserve objects of historic interest on the public lands as national 
monuments: the Federal Power Act of June 10, 1920 (41 Stat. 1075; 
16 U. S. C. 818), as amended, providing for the reservation of public 
lands included in any proposed waterpower project; the act of March 
10, 1984 (48 Stat. 400; 16 U. S. C. 694), authorizing the President to 
establish by proclamation lands in national forests as fish and game 
sanctuaries; the Taylor Grazing Act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1269; 
43 U.S. C. 315), as amended, providing for the withdrawal of lands 
upon publication of notice of intent to include them in a grazing dis- 
trict; and, more recently, the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act of 
August 7, 1953 (67 Stat. 469; U.S. C. 1341). 

(4) Finally, the fourth category involves special acts of Congress 
designating specific areas to be withdrawn for a specific purpose, e. g., 
acts establishing the several national parks embracing public tend 
acts authorizing establishment of naval petroleum reserves, etc. 

Tt is the first of these bases of authority—the implied authority of 
the Executive to make withdrawals of the public lands—which the 
provisions of H. R. 5538 would modify. Specifically, it is under 
authority of Executive Order No. 10355 that withdrawals by public 
land order for the Department of Defense are promulgated, and it 
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is the exercise of this authority with which H. R. 5538 particularly 
deals. 
THE PUBLIC LANDS AND RESOURCES 


The House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs is charged 
with legislative responsibility for all matters relating to public lands 
of the United States, and under the provisions of the Legislative Re- 
organization-Act, is responsible for maintaining continuing oversight 
of public land law administration. Further, “House Resolution 94, 
85th Congress, 1st session, specifically authorizes the committee to 
investigate and study— 


* * * the administration of the public lands administered 
by the Bureau of Land Management. 


Recent years, particularly since the end of World War II, have seen 
a sharp upturn in demands—both from public and private sources— 
for fuller utilization and development of all of the resources of the 
public domain: Mineral resources; timber and other material 
resources; grazing resources; fish and wildlife resources; water re- 
sources; scenic, wilderness, recreation, and related values, as well as 
the land itself as a space or “elbowroom” resource. 


The public demand 


Two examples will serve to illustrate the basis for the assertion that 
demands for public land and public land resource uses by the public 
at large are at an unprecedented peak, as is the demand for use of 
public. lands reserved areas. 

Minerals: While the search for uranium, and other source materials, 
has unquestionably multiplied many times over the pre-World War 
II annual rate of locations for mineral entry made on the public lands, 
accurate figures are not available since no centralized Federal record 
is kept of such locations. Mineral Leasing Act filings—covering oil, 
gas, oil shale, coal, phosphate, sodium, and potash—are indicative of 
the trend. Between the date of ane on February 25, 1920, of 
the Mineral Leasing Act, and June 30, 1952, filings under the act 
totaled 209,000. In 3 years Diewealteer, a total of 101,000-plus filings 
were made. This means that filings for the period 1920-52 were at 
a rate of 6,300 plus a year, that for the period 1953-55, filings have 
been at a rate of 33,600 plus a year—an increase of 500 percent. 

Parks and recreation: National Park Service figures indicate that 
tourist visits to units of the national park system have jumped from 
an annual visitor rate of 21.7 million in 1946 to approximately 50 
million in 1955. 

Comparable figures for other resource uses also show substantially 
increased postwar demands. 


T he congressional response 

To meet these demands for expanded multiple resource use of the 
public lands, the committee has initiated in the past few years, and 
Congress has:enacted, several landmark pieces of legislation. 

In the 83d Congress: Public Law 387 (68 Stat. 173), amending 
the Recreation Act of 1926 so as to permit nonprofit organizations 
and governmental subdivisions to lease or purchase public domain 
lands. for public purposes ; Public Law 390 (68 Stat. 239), extending 
the leasing provisions of the Small Tract Act of 1938 to unsurveyed 
lands, and broadening permissible public uses; Public Law 585 (68 
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Stat. 708), making compatible for the first time mining and mineral 
leasing on the same public lands; and Public Law 771 (68 Stat. 
1146), authorizing governmental subdivisions or other public agencies 
to obtain special use permits for certain public purposes. 

In the 84th Congress: Public Law 76 (69 Stat. 138), amending the 
Desert Land Entry Act of 1877; Public Law 167 (69 Stat 367), the 
Multiple Surface Use Act, perhaps the most significant change in the 
mining laws of the United States smce 1872; Publie Law 357 (69 Stat. 
679), permitting mineral-resource development on power withdrawals 
or reservations; and Public Law 359 (69 Stat. 681), involving devel- 
opment of source materials on certain public coal lands. 

During the past several years, there has developed an increasing 
concern, particularly throughout our public land States, over the con- 
tinued expansion of single-purpose or limited-purpose reservations 
through withdrawal of public-land areas. With the exception, per- 
haps, of reservations created for management purposes by some Fed- 
eral agency under a specific act of Congress having that objective, 
the Defense Department has been, and is, the Nation’s principal con- 
sumer of land for limited-purpose utilization. 

As will presently beshown, the spiraling demand by the military for 
multimillion acre training, gunnery, rocketry, and bombing ranges, 
and for the testing of missiles and pilotless aircraft had—in mid-1955, 
in the view of the committee—reached a point where a detailed re- 
examination of the policies and procedures for managing areas held, 
and justifying additional holdings, was clearly indicated. 





DEFENSE LAND HOLDINGS: 1937-563; PENDING REQUESTS, PROCEDURES 


In 1937, the land acreage owned or controlled by defense agencies 
totaled—including civil functions lands—3.1 million acres. 

In 1940, on the eve of World War II, the figure stood at 4.3 million 
acres. 

On June 30, 1945, defense agencies held 25.1 million acres of lands 
in the United States. 

By June 30, 1953, at the close of the Korean war, total holdings (ex- 
cluding land held for civil functions) amounted to 17.3 million acres. 

And, on June 30, 1955, defense agencies held in the “continental” 
United States alone, exclusive of civil functions and adjusted on the 
basis of retabulation of figures available a year ago, a total of 27.6 
million acres. Of this total, 16.9 million acres represented lands re- 
served from the public domain. 

Table I below shows the total real property controlled, by agencies 
of the Department of Defense, as of June 30, 1956. 


TABLE I.—Defense agency control of lands, United States only 


| Land 
And area (acres) 
Military depart- Cost to 


| 





ment holding | U. 8. Gov- | aa | aa “ eee ay 
real property | ernment | Total con Owned Public | Tempo- | Leased | Easements 

| trolled | domain | rary use | 

se ee — lla 

| Thousands 
Army ‘ oa 1$6, 879, 024 8, 763,733 | 3,949, 202 3, 300, 666 | 1, 009, 251 483, 227 | 21, 387 
Navy _...----| 16,530,395 | 4,353,725 | 1,548,080 | 2,218, 958 235, 611 348, 699 | 2, 377 
Air Force ! 4,839,040 | 14, 447, 409 1, 771, 350 | 11, 374, 385 228,032 | 1,034, 570 | 39, 072 
Total 18, 248, 459 27. 564, 867 7, 268. 632 | 16,894,009 | 1, 472, 894 1, 866, 496 62, 836 

| | | | \ 





' Land and improvements. ' Excludes acreage leased outside of installations 
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Tables II, ITI, and IV, below, show military property controlled by 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force, respectively, as of June 30, 1956, by 
States, and with original cost of land and improvements indicated. 


TaR_Le I1.—Department of the Army, State distribution of military real property 
controlled as of June 30, 1956 





Cost t Land area (acres) 
U. 8. 
Army Govern- 
ment ! Total con- Owned Public Temporary Ease- 
trolled domain use ments 
Thousands 
a $6, 879, 024 8, 763, 733 3, 949, 202 3, 300, 666 1, 009, 251 21, 387 
Alabama.........-... 285, 089 187, 079 140, 938 33, 411 7, 080 48 
Pi, (Rete 72, 456 972, 860 50, 874 918, 219 3, 188 1 
Arkansas_..-.....-.-. 168, 874 99, 736 94, 283 16 836 154 
Calierii®. ...2..-<k<. 498, 710 1, 223, 875 407, 812 624, 703 143, 977 956 
Colorado. ........-.-- 139, 691 185, 870 78, 798 1, 761 74, 818 38 
Connecticut__.......- 1, 636 1, 183 aN a 442 
OUT EEO6 onnwapodas= 16, 031 2, 332 ee Bo~s onus kse 156 19 
District of Columbia. 30, 513 396 GOR 8 isis disa Sh. spose Lak. 
WOMEN ocuisskndececs 2, 466 4, 422 51 BeMissdshestaseceh  . Ue tencnnd 
Ns ick, ea ehanon 198, 203 524, 599 Sire Tlii ibis iid 4, 332 
aE re 65 ik . 3, 166 125, 071 fo 
ee) oo Sees tne 254, 566 56, 578 54, 977 Sinainaeeih 771 136 
Indiana. .--......--... 330, 066 134, 654 £6 SBF | 85. - Seiten de 2 58 
ia sikisteinoa ses walieteials 70, 559 19, 356 BE Boceen eave a See ae 
meee Lil tit 3 237, 066 81, 441 55, 524 25, 063 1 229 
Kantacky.....:....-- 233, 468 191, 346 OO i ci 12 204 
Louistfana_.......-.-- 147, 995 176, 358 196; aoe 1....-.--.. 40, 07! 813 
ee 2, 195 563 NE gh mid tetd<dhdacetdden des 184 
PON noone ane 308, 133 99, 448 RE dco nncan te cdenn 997 
Massachusetts... 128, 785 19, 77 04 008 hs. tli 2, 869 426 
Michigan --.-......... 88, 121 20, 416 16, 188 2, 348 664 155 
Minnesota. -........-- 59, 791 2, 920 SEE cchinwinte wetebe 91 27 
Mississippi... ._--~-- 17, 9A 18, 101 We 36..20243 42 1, 964 5 
en 240, 508 128, 547 Se BS Erin ds secs . 51, 347 56 
Montana..-........ my 1, 767 7, 971 6, 422 COREE t.chasse dh aece acekbl 1 
Nebraska. ..........- 78, 548 51, 574 50, 490 20 BY’ RGB 4.......... 
IWOVEGE. . oo. esc en 15, 030 30, 135 206 6, 673 Be SD Apkasd dcnccb legend 
New Hampshire---_- 2, 694 261 SD Th engin TP lstarnidnkbeadesees : 
New Jersey. -...---..- 294, 306 51, 601 49, 407 |..__._-- 89 332 
New Mexico. .......- 150, 144 1, 955, 675 152, 137 1, 130, 853 471, 088 46 
2 ee 301, 302 140, 984 I re tas 711 2, 205 
North Carolina... __- 108, 635 150, 072 SO B06 Ae cceeeee} cr 5, 622 4, 656 
North Dakota_ -___.. 899 314 iE oc tin tanta tbbecenadegee ‘ 
a 203, 640 34, 324 34, 056 |_. cancdhegthh bie ‘ ll 
OkishOmn. é.....<-4- 83, 366 152, 754 42, 799 79, 391 30, 544 10 
Grogee is. f 43, 629 18, 656 11, 402 7, 160 Gere: REA 
Pennsylvania. ----.-- 289, 634 54, 029 Meath iashees 6 434 
Rhode Island- - -___-- 2, 504 375 Sik Beineean alehat ipsa t ketenes : 207 
South Carolina. .-_.__ 41, 405 56, 518 MG 8 ibb ~~ cacehd dnc h dee cbse 10 
South Dakota_....._- 27, 904 21, 202 12, 370 1, 201 WE Avabine bisa ade ovteine 
‘Tennessee. -.__...._-- 271, 737 110, 075 WO Gi? Asai ict iL 160 
eee 394, 947 541, 798 396, 433 |....- ; 9, 629 21 
We SLee ae 134, 263 495, 198 52, 373 431, 487 5, 568 8 
Vermont. .___.......- 1 2 D 13ddedbadunsihdedsdd + ; le lee 
WHEE. Snkite caanee 475, 382 166, 086 eS IE 1, 581 1, 768 
Washington______.._- 214, 716 362, 522 326, 139 28, 408 481 1, 765 
West Virginia._..._-- 68, 763 1, 834 | DD te ede hee eee ly VE ERs sees 
Wisconsin... -.....-- 140, 855 69, 956 GR Ge Titbad SG Tedeetcoceeud 120 





Wyoming. ........... 5 9, 745 4, 521 BSE he 34407 bee neeelt- Matches Shepp 


‘ Land and improvements. 
* Excludes acreage leased outside of installations 
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TABLE III.—Department of the Navy, State distribution of real property 
controlled as of June 30, 1956 


Navy 


| ee 


Arkansas. -_...........- 
California........-- 
CE oh tee anbause 
Connecticut__.......--- 
Delaware - .- - ; 
District of Columbia. _- 
Florida - liana 
Georgia --_- cacabed 
 cnnh eget Ee 4 
Ns 06d eapooncncivn 
Indiana_-_._.. 

Iowa. 
Kansas. 
Kentucky 
Louisiana. .....-. 
Maine. te 
Maryland. Salita are 
Massachusetts. _....__. 
Michigan - . 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri. -_....--. -- 
Montana......-. 
Nebraska. .._- 
Pees 54 ake cap nccind 
New Hampshire... 
New Jersey....-- ba 
New Mexico...-....-- 
New York...-.-.--- 
North Carolina... .--- 
North Dakota. aa 
Ohio- sane owed 
Oklahoma.- 

Oregon __-. Se me 
Pennsylvania... --_- 
Rhode Island_-.. 

South Carolina._...---- 
South Dakota ..------ 
Temnessee...........--- 
TNS. 6.5 nd ces nasoene 
Utah ; 
Wartnemits sas... ac 
WR od on etenaice ole 
Washington __.......-_- 
West Virginia__....-_- 
Wisconsin _._...- 
Wyoming 


Cost to 
U. 8. Gov- 
ernment ! 


Total 
controlled 


Land area (acres) 






ments 


| | | —s | | | 


Thousands 


$6, 530, 


395 


4, 353, 725 





2, 377 


11, 
8, 
115, 
1, 523, 


11, 
44, 
8, 
RS, 
322, 
112, 
18. 
120, 
100, 
il, 
33, 
16, 
50, 
85, 
339, 
204, 
, 985 
13, 
16, 


‘ 


48, 


' Land and improvements. 


840 
694 
071 
100 
303 
599 
350 
921 
669 
691 
480 
027 
446 
716 
057 
110 
199 
O81 
021 
248 


208 
438 
375 
477 


O77 


eed 
5, 799 
,115 
, 341 
, 921 


, 048 





4, 406 
1,043 

68, 204 

2, 826, 673 
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TABLE IV.—Department of the Air Force, State distribution of real property 
controlled as of June 30, 1956 


























Cost to Land area controlled (acres) 
os --1 
Air Force Govern- 
mont! Total Owned Public a) Leased Ease- 
domajn *| rary use ; ment 
<a a ——-| a | nae 
Thousands 

nts csnisiite $4, 839, 040 | 14, 447, 409 1,771, 350 | 11,374, 385 228, 032 |1, 034, 570 | 39, 072 
nena scanyitiatieniosigsentiliieniatt laeeppnesinseeententieaiegrie lmsiemencass a 
MR. |b ang 5c 2s 117, 801 14, 604 0s ok chon aaw 524 2, 251 1, 825 
pe a 103, 668 2. 797, 755 45, 710 2, 590, 868 17,878 | 143,099 200 
pO eee 31, 122 9, 140 9,116 |___. eal aes Oy asta 
California_............-. 541, 139 1, 367, 585 354, 454 75, 371 30, 830 4, 035 1, 895 
Colorado. _.........--- 45, 863 73, 563 64, 591 OO dasdcasnnne 447 4 
Connecticut.........__- 10, 436 2 ee ae ae eee ale omeekennel 
Delaware ___.___- come 30, 530 4,474 SEE sccem eames 840 849 205 
District of Columbis 24, 108 666 | rae 22 ts dia mpitdenes ab 
Florida_...._..._- 280, 754 638, 713 193, 707 138, 7 2, 623 2, 895 695 
0 Ss eee 165, 888 35, 934 18, 298 aaah 11, 742 5, 163 731 
ees 30, 366 950, 801 2, 331 876, 304 18, 37 53, 726 68 
Mlinois_....._.- —- 208, 885 6, 101 SE on on soot Sem 1 163 485 
Mee S25 eS occ5k 41, 034 5, 274 et 2s eteditensoooeen 113 335 
Meee aa. 2, 574 | BE canna Rome fe. tesa 3 gy eee 

or 5s Boe 179, 362 | 67, 063 GER a Sausunl ou 30 400 7 
Kentucky.._..______- 15, 337 | 4, 004 3, 468 | 7 69 | 14 453 
RAEN: £6 lic. sn. 126, 597 | 37, 682 ey tesa nao 7, 580 1, 701 2, 284 
Maine_____._- sik 148, 531 132, 056 SE tes cn ncuteapne 91, 947 23, 351 2, 142 
Peereeeee is... 5 81, 536 | 7, 388 | 7, 094 Sook 1 228 65 
Maasachnsetts.___- 118, 492 31, 962 | 9, 582 ont 408 20, 568 1, 404 
Michigan. ________- 82, 283 | 40, 680 | 6, 487 160 15, 921 16, 459 1, 653 
Minnesota - - -_ - 23, 746 | 4, 439 | SO ginny saeen 1, 208 1, 888 267 
Mississippi--. . 81, 610 | 13, 423 | 5, 851 2, 858 4,171 543 
Missouri-___-_- 43, 054 6, 077 3, 023 | | 10 | 2, 301 743 
Montana. .._. 25, 064 | 3, 333 | Rede oo ae 90 | 514 | 61 
Nebraska _ .- 81, 770 7, O11 3, 516 636 2, 097 762 
Nevada. 46, 858 3. 379, 350 10, 148 3, 368, 010 108 1,050 34 
New Hampshire. - 6, 282 4, 751 3, 863 | ; 21 432 | 435 
New Jersey -_- 73, 208 3, 531 3, 287 8 234 | 2 
New Mexico. . 144, 586 1, 623, 874 34, 612 1, 200, 973 5, 096 374, 718 8, 475 
New York__. 226, 818 | 21, 949 | ee eo eee 1, 553 3, 696 2, 516 
North Carolina 8,075 | 6, 252 BE Bos no aect ane 1, 438 1, 511 405 
North Dakota__. 2, 830 | 3, 831 ince hae aa ee J 
Ohio- 349, 466 | 15, 304 | 14, 318 ; 166 | 820 
Oklahoma 157, 395 16, 326 | 7, 144 | 65 8, 632 485 
Oregon . : + 7, 381 | 96, 865 | 58, 726 | 37, 344 133 | 656 6 
Pennsylvania___..____- 49, 111 | 4, 154 on r...:--5---8 ake 2, 751 14 
Rhode Island -_--_---__-| 3, 708 | 44 hates ae ‘ eae : 
South Carolina 69, 211 20, 128 8, 134 -| 8} 11,055 931 
South Dakota_- 37, 836 | 348, 045. | 245, 833 | -| 6, 782 95, 101 329 
Temmessee.._. 84, 801°.| 47, 991 OE Recents oman |} ,1,271 | 1,886 442 
Tee S. 3! 609, 926 227, 091 | 109, 855 |- oles 4, 180 108, 977 4, 079 
+ a 66, 336 1, 779, 204 7, 323 1, 734, 646 10 | 37,213 12 
Vermont 8. 596 | 1, 875 NS a aa S 415 44 
ee ee 43,010 | 8, 721 i hies-= . | 922 = . 101 
Washington____________] 161, 121 | 23, 363 7, 900 1, 370 402 2, 359 1, 332 
West Virginia._______- 881 42 spi Ainslie aetagaloy sae : 1 
Wi tS. 19, 537 | 2, 496 oe Re eid 1, 393 ROU ineeansscon 

Wn bak S 20, 517 | 551, 512 14, 734 442, 025 57 94, 695 








' Data represent the cost of land and improvements. 


Temporary withdrawals become permanent 

Through a series of Executive and public-land orders promulgated 
and issued over the 6-year period from 1939 through 1945, more than 
13 million acres of public lands were withdrawn and reserved for the 
use of the military and other branches of the Federal Government— 


* * * for purposes incident to the various phases of the na- 


tional emergency and the prosecution of the war ; 





* * * 


In most of those orders, the intention was expressed that— 


* * * after the termination of the emergency, the public 
lands should be returned to the jurisdiction, uses, and admin- 
istration which existed prior to the withdrawal and reserva- 
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tion of such lands for purposes incident to the national 
emergency and prosecution of the war; * * *. 


Apparently, in recognition of the purpose for which such lands were 
withdrawn initially, and in light of the declared intention to restore 
them at the end of the emergency, President Franklin D., Roosevelt, 
on February 28, 1945, caused to be issued Executive Order 9526. This 
order, after reciting the events leading up to the land withdrawals, 
renewed the statement of intention to restore, amended existing orders 
to revoke military jurisdiction thereover 6 months after termination 
of the then-existing war emergency, whereupon jurisdiction in the 
Department of the Interior and other administrative agencies would 
automatically revest. 

The Executive order of February 28, 1945, is set out following: 


Executive Orper 9526 


AMENDING CERTAIN EXECUTIVE AND PUBLIC LAND ORDERS WITH- 
DRAWING PUBLIC LANDS FOR PURPOSES INCIDENT TO THE 
NATIONAL EMERGENCY AND THE PROSECUTION OF THE WAR 


Whereas by certain Executive and public-land orders more 
than 13 million acres of public lands have been withdrawn 
and reserved for the use of the military and other branches 
of the Federal Government for purposes incident to the vari- 
ous phases of the national emergency and the prosecution 
of the war; and 

Whereas immediately prior to the issuance of such orders 
various executive departments and independent agencies of 
the Federal Government had primary jurisdiction over, 
interests in, needs and uses for, or administration of, certain 
portions of such public lands; and 

Whereas because of the findings of necessity for the emer- 
gency use of such lands, the jurisdiction over, interests in, 
needs and uses for, and administration of those-lands by’such 
departments and agencies were subordinated to such emer- 
gency use; and 

Whereas it is and has been the intention, as expressed in 
most of the orders, that after the termination of the emer- 
gency, the public lands should be returned to the jurisdiction, 
uses, and administration which existed prior to the with- 
drawal and reservation of such lands for purposes incident 
to the national emergency and the prosecution of the war; 
and 

Whereas it is appropriate that, in future determinations of 
the public purposes for which such lands shall be used, re- 
served, or administered after the emergency, those depart- 
ments.and agencies of the Federal Government which had 
prior jurisdiction over, interests in, or administration of 
such lands should have restored to them such jurisdiction 
over, interests in, or administration of the lands as existed 
prior to the withdrawal and reservation of the lands for 
purposes incident to the national emergency and the prosecu- 
tion of the war; 
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Now, therefore, by virtue of the authority vested in me 
as the President of the United States as set. forth in the 
orders hereinafter enumerated, it is ordered as follows: 

The Executive orders and public-land orders hereinafter 
enumerated, withdrawing and reserving public lands for uses 
incident to the national emergency and the prosecution of the 
war, are hereby amended by adding to each of the said 
orders the following paragraph: 

“The jurisdiction granted by this order shall cease at the 
expiration of the 6 months’ period following the termination 
of the unlimited national emergency declared by Proclama- 
tion No. 2487 of May 27, 1941 (55 Stat. 1647). Thereupon, 
jurisdiction over the lands hereby reserved shall be vested in 
the Department of the Interior, and any other department or 
agency of the Federal Government according to their respec- 
tive interests then of record. The lands, however, shall re- 
main withdrawn from appropriation as herein provided until 
otherwise ordered.” 

Executive order numbers: ( Omitted.) 

Public-land order numbers: (Omitted.) 

Any provision in any of the orders hereinabove enumerated 
which is in conflict with this order is hereby superseded to the 
extent of such conflict: Provided, however, That any provi- 
sion for the earlier return of jurisdiction over the public lands 
in any of said orders shall remain operative. 

Frankuin D, Roosevett. 

Tue Warre House, 

February 28, 1946. 


By the terms of the 1945 Executive order, Defense jurisdiction over 
the lands covered was to automatically revert 6 months after the 
termination of the unlimited national emergency. 

The unlimited national emergency was terminated on April 28, 
1952; the 6 months’ period expired October 28, 1952. 

At last count—February 20, 1956—a total of 49 of these “temporary” 
withdrawals, made between April 28, 1939, and August 25, 1945, and 
located in 10 States and Alaska, and embracing 11.8 million acres of 
land, were still in effect by virtue of what appears to be Executive 
“permissive action.” 

Present Executive withdrawal procedure 

As stated above, the present authority to effect withdrawal or 
reservation of the public lands vests—on the basis of the implied or 
express Executive authority evolved in the manner set out earlier— 
in the Secretary of the Interior by virtue of a Presidential delegation 
of authority on May 26, 1952. 

Under procedure developed pursuant to this delegation of authority, 
withdrawals are presently effected in this manner: 

(1) The head of the requesting agency files application for with- 
drawal with local land office of Bureau of Land Management, Depart- 
ment of the Interior. Filing has the effect of temporarily segregating 
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such lands from all forms of entry or disposition under the public 
land laws— 


* * * to the extent that the withdrawal * * * if. effected, 
would prevent such forms of disposal, 


(2) Applications are required to state among other things: name 
of agency; description and acreage; purpose of the request (except 
where classified for national security reasons) ; a statement showing 
need for all the lands requested; a statement indicating whether the 
withdrawal should preclude grazing, mineral leasing, and mining 
locations on the affected lands; notice is given locally by Federal 
Register publication, or through press releases by State BLM super- 
visors. 

(3) Secretary of the Interior may, in his discretion, afford public 
an opportunity to object to an application, publish notice to that effect, 
set hearing. 

(4) If Secretary thereafter determines withdrawal should be made, 
he issues a public-land order to that effect, which is published in the 
Federal Register. 

(5) If Secretary of the Interior objects on behalf of his own De- 
partment, or is unable to reconcile the wishes of a department opposing 
the request of another department, the matter is referred to the Bureau 
of the Budget for settlement. 

Committee conclusions on the extent to which this procedure has 
operated and been employed with respect— 

(a) to fulfilling the public lands policy aimed at achieving 
maximum multiple resource utilization, conservation, and develop- 
ment, consistent with the withdrawal purpose; 

(5) to requiring establishment of a real need for the withdrawal 
by the requesting agency ; 

(c) to encouraging precise and limiting language in with- 
drawal orders, consistent with the withdrawal purpose ; 

(d) to informing private citizens and governmental subdivi- 
sions fully of the effect of the withdrawal; and 

(e) to Congress fulfilling its responsibility under the property 
clause of the Federal Constitution— 

will be found hereafter in this report. 


Pe nding de tense land applications : June 30, 1956 


Table V, set out hereafter, reflects the location, area, and proposed 
use of lands for which applications were pending on June 30, 1956, 
with the Department of the Interior for lands to be withdrawn from 
the public domain. 

Certain figures have been submitted to this committee representing 
acreages In applic ations for withdrawal of public domain lands filed 
by the military departments pending before the Department of the 
Interior as of January 1, 1957. In keeping with the provisions of 
H. R. 5538, the tabulation herein below presented reflects acreages 
only in excess of 5,000 acres. “Pending applications (31 in number) 
for withdrawals of less than 5,000 acres each aggregate approxi- 
mately 15,800 acres. 
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The tabulation submitted by the Interior Department indicates that 
applications are pending totaling 2,801.278 acres for the Williams 
Gun Range, Camp Irwin, Edwards Air Force Base, Nellis Gunnery 
Range, and the Boardman Gunnery Range. The facts are that these 
acreages have been the subject of withdrawal orders for many years, 
subject to a stipulation that the lands should revert to the jurisdiction 
of the Department of the Interior 6 months after the termination of 
the then unlimited national emergency. The Department of Defense 
some years ago requested that its jurisdiction and use be continued 
since the installations were actively utilized and it was conteniplated 
that their use would be continued. The Interior Department granted 
the Defense Department permission to continue its use of the lands 
until such time as a new public-land order could be issued deleting the 
proviso in the earlier withdrawal orders that provided for the return 
of the lands to the Interior Department. It is contemplated that this 
action will ultimately be taken. 

With respect to the installations known as the Twentynine Palms 
Marine Base, Chocolate Mountain Gunnery Range, Camp Dunlap, 
Nellis Gunnery Range, and the Wendover Range, the differences in 
the total acreages for the greater part are occasioned by the fact that 
Interior counted the total of all lands within the areas that were re- 
quested by the military departments for withdrawal, whereas the 
military departments listed only the public lands within the areas. 


TABLE V.—Applications pending for withdrawal of lands, States and Alaska a's 
of June 30, 1956 


A. PENDING IN STATES 





State Military Location or installation | Interior | Defense 
department | acreage | acreage 
Arizona........-...- Air Force-. | bok kl)” age Si aes carpe eeaae TBR bie cian 
SIG ask saccc hese O81 Lic WD tk decd Raub lh dh ade i ettecss dit. 0c. eu 429,694 | 429, 604 
California_......--- PRY Bikcs sans | Twentynine Palms Marine Base_...........-- 454,570 | 449, 000 
OO dire. Jtssdoatsiai2 do | Chocolate Mountain Gunnery. .._....-_..--- 235, 634 147, 063 
| SSeS .do sh Mohave CTPA OR es 345 45 6sa- Fh 4 454s 4555- "| ee 
a do -| Carrizo Bomb Range ti te dat a caso 10, 325 | 10, 325 
RAE Stis. ite Ba 32 do -| San Bernardino NAAS E] Centro ..--.-..--.- 32,701 | 32,701 
Rs ee a 5 do Camp Dunlap North Range Chocolate | 218, 864 95, 790 
| Mountain | 
CR ee ek _....do | Mojave Gunnery Range Bomb _____._._..----- | 374,410 | 374, 410 
Na sie Pd sting icine WIE US oR oe i ae a a eal 854,299 | 854, 290 
_ CTA SS Air Force...| George Air Force Base..................---- | 7, 546 | 7, 546 
ne a ..do | Eadwards‘Ai roree base. ......-............ a kg ted eae. 
eg ER oo Radio Station Camp Irwin_.._---......--.-.-- CEB TAD Nh nocdences 
TREE EPR EERE | Air Force._.| Arco Idaho Reactor Test Station pp BELLAS 29, 616 29, 616 
ee ee Navy | Sahwave Mountain Gun Range, Fallon_-_. 547, 906 547, 906 
DO. S.. <<< _do_......| Fallon Bomb Range Target No. 20___- os 21, 760 | 21. 760 
Do . . do a Saline Valley (Nev.) Gunnery........-...-...| 19, 584 | 19, 584 
 ariGeyaeect Air Force...| Nellis Rifle Range...................- ad ee. 2 
Do do_. Nellis Gunnery Range-__....__.-- don deed 53, 120 46, 080 
SE a Navy. Black Rock-Sahwave. ................--- ..| 2,026,880 | 2, 026, 880 
|) eee ee do_....__.| Black Rock (Sulphur) Fallon.._..........-.--| 272,000 | 272.000 
Phin tee 2 ie Air Force_..| Nellis Gun Range (Las Vegas) --....-...--- 36, 306 | 36, 306 
New Mexico.......| Army. | Fort Bliss (McGregor Range) . See, 449.643 | 449,663 
Oregon_._..........| Air Force_..| Boardman Air Force Base Gun Range- --- 95,014 |_- ivea 
Se do__.....| Wendover Range (Newfoundland Mountain) - 192,760 | 162, 000 


POC GCN isa tse iss 


9, 786, 912 


6, 012, 623 
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B. PENDING IN ALASKA 











Defense 

Alaska Military department Location or installation acreage 
—— —_ —— ee a ——— ——— — — — oe _ ~} — _—— 
NE Siicnescs¥ cine nhatent NED. ccandendied ..| Fort Greely_-. - Sr anateaiied } 51, 400 
ee meee aNd do j Fort Richardson. ___- 10, 369 
(aa eee Cape Romanzof ------ 2 ae 16, 635 
DON i. Testith sisi 5M do | Cape Lisburne- --_-- 6-H a | 15, 600 
+ Vee Pee Cee ee ey BY TP: Ge. tz wes RRSP ESI ESTERS ee heer | 85, 200 
BIG. padiccecéhpnaktas ont $08 eh i eecee's 5c SY CORT Ie otk ke nn weeen-a-----2-----| 2, 472, 800 
Total defense__. eit pakangetpehethieakess Beh { 2, 652, 004 


C. LANDS WHERE TEMPORARY USE PERIOD EXTENDED 


{Areas of public domain lands in excess of 5,000 acres which were made the subject of withdrawal orders; 


authority expired upon termination of the unlimited national emergency in 1952; Interior authorized 
continued use by letter of Oct. 27, 1952; no pending applications] 





a | 
State | Military department Location or instal ation | Defense 
acreage 
ah BET ONE TITSeT Thy ST SEY Ta eee. 7 ERY ITE 

Arizona , > Air Force__- | Williams bomb range _-- - | 2,066, 893 
California........-.. Army < | Camp Irwin (radio) Sanaa } 615, 000 
Oi a bie ne eens : Air Force. __-- Edwards Base- A prbivea | 60, 732 
Nevada ‘ |---- _ ee Nellis rifle range ate | 21, 333 
Cpeewew 3 SLs hi elo. | do___.. } Boardman bomb range._-------..-.----| 37,320 
TORN 3 ~thteetenke | Reet ete bangs | 2, 801, 278 








DEFENSE AIRSPACE RESERVATIONS, INLAND AND OVERWATER 


Indirectly, but significantly insofar as there is involved responsibil- 
ity for maximum public resource development and _ utilization, 
the committee notes the statistical situation with respect to airspace 
reservations by reason of defense agency activities. 

Inland airspace reservations 

Figures compiled by the Civil Aeronautics Administration show 
that as of December 31, 1055, in excess of 103,000 square miles (ap- 
proximately 66 million acres) of inland land or land and water within 
the United States is overlayed by airspace restrictions, 1. e., reserva- 
tions against general entry by nonmilitary aircraft primarily by 
reason of a defense activity in the restricted airspace or on the 
underlying land. 

In addition, on the same date, some 6,300 square miles (3.9 million 
acres) of inland land or land and water within the United States was 
overlayed by airspace prohibitions for security reasons, i. e., where no 
aircraft entry is permitted. 

It should be noted that overland restricted or similar areas are 
authorized by specific eeers a the Civil Aeronautics Act 
of 1938 (52 Stat. 977; 49 U.S. C. 401), as amended, and therefore 
have legal status within the aia al limits of the United States. 

While inland airspace reservations are of only collateral interest 
or concern to the committee, the effect of offshore reservations is of 
immediate concern. 

Overwater offshore airspace restrictions 

Prior to enactment of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act of 
August 7, 1953, there had been created overwater “warning areas” 
embraci ing a surface acreage of more than 287,000 square miles (183 
million acres) seaward of ‘the territorial water belt surrounding the 
United States, and on the Atlantic, gulf, and Pacific coasts. In this 
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connection—and having in mind the statutory or legal status of over- 
land “restricted” areas—it is significant to note that the regulations of 
the responsible airspace agency, the Airspace Panel, Air Coordinating 
Committee (Manual of Sept. 1, 1955, p. 8), in describing warning 
areas, declares [emphasis supplied]: 


Warning areas are established for the same purpose re- 
stricted (danger) areas are designated; namely, to indicate 
that invisible hazards to aircraft exists within the area. But, 
while the activities are identical, restricted (danger) areas 
cannot be designated because the activities are being con- 
ducted outside of United States territorial waters and thus 
there is no legal significance to the areas. 


Thus, absent other self-imposed restrictions, the committee takes 
the position that enactment of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands 
Act of 1953 operated to preempt the field from purely executive 
action in that Congress for the first time asserted sovereignty over 
the soil and seabed of the shelf, and provided both the sole means for 
disposing of mineral resources therein and the only procedure for pro- 
tecting military airspace or surface requirements. Under the act, the 
Secretary of the Interior is given authority to lease the OCS seabed to 
oil and gas and other minerals exploration; at the same time the 
Secretary of Defense, subject to approval of the President, is 
authorized to designate for defense purposes—and thus to close to 
mineral leasing activity—such offshore areas as are deemed neces- 
sary by Defense to carrying out of its mission. 

Pursuant to. the Defense authority, there have been designated, 
since August 7, 1953, by Defense and for restriction from mineral 
leasing—but not as of this date finalized through Presidential ap- 
proval—overwater areas embracing a surface acreage aggregating 
212,000 square miles (139.9 million acres). 

For purposes of prospective subsurface mineral resource develop- 
ment, it is significant that there are included within the areas desig- 

nated since August 7 7, 1953, approximately 6,500 square miles (10.1 
million acres) of surface area overlaying outer Continental Shelf 

lands within the 100-fathom line, the so-called maximum practicable 
drilling depth in offshore waters under present drilling methods. In 
addition, but to an undetermined extent, some underwater shelf lands 
lying at depths of less than 100 fathoms, and surrounding islands 
beyond the 100-fathom line, are included in requested Defense restric- 
tions. So much for pending designations under the Shelf Lands Act. 

It is in light of the foregoing. that the committee takes this posi- 
tion with respect to miner: al leasing activity in the outer Continental 
Shelf lands: The Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act’s provisions 
contain the only legal basis for restricting of mineral leasing opera- 
tions therein, i. e., through Defense designation, followed by Presi- 
dential approval; at the same time the act directs the Secret: ary 
to proceed to lease for development, subject to the general provi- 
sions of the act. To the extent that military departments have 
asserted that the existence of pre-1953 warning areas operates today to 
close the underlying seabed to mineral Te: asing, the committee 
is in vigorous disagreement; to the extent that orders or publica- 
tions by Interior or any other Federal agency “establishing” such 
warning areas prior to August 7, 1953, purport to restrict mineral 
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development therein until revoked or modified, the committee be- 
lieves that such purported restrictions were superseded with enact- 
ment of the OCS Lands Act of that date. The effect of this claim 
by the military is discussed under the heading “Blocking of Shelf 
Petroleum Development,” page 54, post. 

Tables VI, VII, and VIII be low summarize existing offshore over- 
water range holdings, by agency, with additional requested areas 
which have been designated but not finalized shown as “Established 
subsequent to August 7, 1953.’ 


TABLE VI.—Department of the nee air warning sites 

















“ &3 
Se Cc a overwater area 
Refer- Controlling ‘“ oe 7 se ke ee Airspace 
ence Designation base Acres Acres reserve 
No. | Square Total within outside No, 
| miles acres 100 100 
| fathoms | fathoms 
aaa dated a im Bas tte eethahish 
| 
1 | Warning Area W-487. Mon- | First Army | 7 | Wwe 17, 280 | 0 | W487 
tauk Point, N. Y. | - | 
2} Warning Area W-21 South | ..do.. 20, 800 20, 800 0 | W-21 
Wellfleet, Mass | 
Total. __. zr 38, 080 | 38, 080 | 0 
| 





TasLe VII.—United States naval overwater ranges 


















































Computed overwater area 
} : 
| Square Total acres | Acres within | Acres outside 
| miles 100 fathoms | 100 fathoms 
| I 
eet ae eee ze ey i wae 
| Ranges along Atlantic coast 
— = ae aaa 
Established prior to Aug. 7, 1953 (Public Law 212) - 67,574 | 57,235,000 35, 464, 300 | 21, 770, 000 
Established subsequent to Aug. 7, 1953 (Public Law | } | 
TP i kas canteen cathe tial 7, 680 6, 505, 000 | 0 | 6 505, 000 
Total _ - -- j aera ; | 75,254 | 63,7 740, 000 | 35, 464, 300 28, 2 75, 000 
Ranges along gulf coast 
Established prior to Aug. 7, 1953 (Public Law 212)__-| 16, 210 13, 780,000 | 11, 070, 000 2, 710, 000 
Established subsequent to Aug. 7, 1953 (Public Law | 
,. » PERE es alt =" nip detest 1G | 8, 830, 000 | 1, 910, 000 | 6,920, 000 
Total _--. ‘ ; 26, 610 22, 610,000 | 12, 980,000 | 9, 630, 000 
} 
Ranges along Pacific coast 
Established prior to Aug. 7, 1953 (Public Law 212) 161, 056 135, 039, 500 | 1, $51, 500 | 133, 188, 000 
Estab apatahaecanaae cai Aug. 7, 1953 (Public Law | | 0 | 
212) '- ke ; aol 0 | 0 | 0 
nf ine : anil 
Teen S aoe ai segeqtacapeenbenbenaate, Gn) ee 500 | 1, 851, 500 133, 188, 000 
Overall total 
Established prior to Aug. 7, 1953 (Public Law 212) _- 244, 840 206, 054,500 | 4%, 385, 800 | 157, 668, 000 
Established subsequent to Aug. 7, 1953 (Public Law | 
El os dune dunninthngn+tthteetageddaauntes ‘ _ 8, 080 15, 335, 000 1, 910, 000 | 13, 425, 000 





Grand total -- 2, 920 | 221, 389,500 | 50, 295, 800 171, 093, 000 





Note.—All ranges listed have been designated by Secretary of Defense on Aug. 19, 1955, with the excep- 
tion of areas W-157A. W-281, W-158A. which have been originated subsequent to Aug. 19, 1955. 
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TABLE VIII.—Principal Air Forces ranges along Atlantic coast 


| 


| Computed overwater area 


Square Total acres | Acres within | Acres outside 
| 











miles 100 fathoms | 100 fathoms 
| 
Ranges along Atlantic coast 
Established prior to Aug. 7, 195 53 (Public Law 212) 9, 387 6, 006, 560 6,006, 560 }.............. 
Established subsequent to hag 7 , 1953 (Public Law 
tl a cs a 191 238 122, 400. 600 6, 038, 400 116, 362, 200 
WD cctccnambiidincends<b«ataat eadeatneeay 200, 625 128, 407, 160 | 12, 044, 960 | “116, 362, 200 





Ranges along gulf coast 


Established prior to Aug. 7, 1953 (Publie Law 212) 30, 515 19. 626, 400 15, 050. 720 4, 575, 680 


Established subsequent to Aug. 7, 1953 (Public Law 























SE. Std: cdkaiias bdluee at kiwe howe ade 3, 400 2, 176, 000 2, 176, 000 | cites 
WE Se nesses en eee, oso = 33 915 21. 802. 400 17, 22f, 720 | 4, 575, 680 
Ranges along Pacific coast 
Established prior to Aug. 7 1953 ( Public Law 212) 2, 700 | 1, 728, 980 1, 263, 240 | 465, 740 
Established subsequent to Aug. 7, 1953 (Public Law | | 
ah et chai heneeedk bb acini enrennaderdebiaibapelainien Std | 
BE ee Stalag caeeieaaaatel 2, 700 | 1 728, 980 | 1, 243, 240 | 465, 740 
| | 
Overall totals 
S htiaalinatentiaatin i ies ‘ - i. = 
Established prior to Aug. 7, 1953 (Public Law 212) 42,602 | 27,361,940 | 22, 320, 520 | 5, 041, 420 
Established subsequent to Aug. 7, 1953 (Public Law 
Mem wi ta. 6. Sea AL oud. deiertuetcmitecnaine ....| 194, 638 | 124, 576, G00 8, 214, 400 116, 362, 200 





|__| 


TT WOE bare ke ceicaccsecckenpcsossceen 237, 240 | 151, 938, 540 | 30, 534, 920 | 121, 403, 620 


Norte.—All ranges listed have been ‘‘designated’’ by Secretary of Defense on Aug. 19, 1955, with the 
exception of areas W-4197 A, W-497 B. W-497 C, and W-506 which have been originated subsequent to Aug. 
19, 1955. 





SUMMARY: PRESENT DEFENSE HOLDINGS, PENDING REQUESTS 


The foregoing tables present a statistical picture of present Defense 
agency real property holdings, Defense agency requests pending for 
withdrawal of additional public domain lands, present Defense agency 
offshore overwater air warning areas (pre-August 7, 1953), and De- 
fense agency pending requests | for approval by the President of De- 
fense- designated overwater restricted areas under terms of the Outer 
Continental Shelf Lands Act (post-August 7, 1953), summarized 
hereafter. 

Present defense holdings 

Agencies of the Department of Defense controlled, as of June 30, 
1956, a total of 27,564,867 acres of land within the 48 States, rep- 
resenting a cost (land and improvements) tothe United States of more 
than $18.2 billion. 

All three military departments—Army, Navy, and Air Force— 
control some land in each of the 48 States, with total Defense 2c reages 

anging from a high of 5.4 million acres in California to a low “of 
1.878 Defense-controlled acres in Vermont. Smallest acreage held by 
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a single military department in any one State is the 1 acre controlled 
by the Navy in g onnecticut, while the largest single installation is the 
Air Force’s 3.7 million acre (of which the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion now controls some 700,000 acres) Nellis-Tonapah range in 
Nevada. 

Of the total acreage held, 16.9 million acres are withdrawn or 
reserved public domain lands. 

Not shown in the tables above are the approximately 3.1 million 
acres of public domain lands controlled by Defense in Alaska, for 
which land and improvement cost figures were not tabulated, but 


which bring the 48 States-Alaska holdings of Defense to 30,664,887 
acres. 


Statistical comparison of lands controlled 


Land controlled (exclusive of lands held for civil functions of the 
Corps of Engineers) by agencies of the Department of Defense to- 
day, totaling in the 48 continental States alone 27.6 million acres, Or 
43, 138 square miles, amounts to— 


A strip of land 14.34 miles in width from New York to San 
Francisco; 

An area larger than the entire State of Ohio (41,222 square 
miles), or Kentucky (40,385 square miles), or Tennessee (42,244 
square miles; or 

An area 21 times the size of Delaware (2,057 square miles), 
8 times the size of Connecticut (5,009 square miles), 5 times the 
size of Massachusetts (8,257 square miles), or 683 times the size 
of the District of Columbia. 

Put another way, Defense landholdings amount to in excess of six- 
tenths of an acre of real property for each of the estimated 47 million 
families in the United States. 

These figures do not include the Connecticut-size Defense holdings 
in the Territory of Alaska, amounting to more than 3 million acres. 


Pending requests 


After reconciling and adjusting figures presented by Defense and 
Interior in the 84th Congress, as shown in table 5 (b) above, the com- 
mittee determined that there were pending, as of June 30, 1956 De- 
fense requests for additional public land withdrawals which total a 
little more than 6 million acres in 6 Western States—Arizona, Cali- 
fornia, Idaho, Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah. 

In California alone, where defense agencies already control more 
than 5.4 million acres, 7 separate applications of the Navy would with- 
draw an additional 1,961,588 acres, while the Air Force is seeking an 
additional 7,546 acres. If these applications are approved, total De- 
fense holdings in California would reach more than 7.3 million acres. 

Alaska applications pending, which total 2,652,004 acres, bring the 
States-Alaska pending request total up to nearly 8.7 million acres. 
Total of holdings and requests 

If present applications are approved without reduction or adjust- 
ment, and assuming no control-acquisition by other means, total De- 


fense landholdings, States-Alaska, would amount to 39.3 million acres, 
of which 25.6 would be withdrawn or reserved public land. 
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Rate of military land acquisition 


The basic reason for concern of the House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs with respect to existing and proposed military land 
acquisitions can perhaps be best understood when reference is made 
to the rate of military land acquisition just prior to action being taken 
by the committee chairman. 

During the 18-month period from January 1, 1954, to June 30, 1955, 
according to statistics compiled from Defense reports submitted to 
the committee during its hearings in the 84th Congress: the Army 
acquired control of 2,176,512 acres of land and the Air Force 3,775,725 
acres, while the Navy reduced its total holdings by 1,781,616 acres. 
Thus, net acquisition figure for the 18-month period, for the 3 military 
dep: irtments, amounted to 4,170,621 acres. 

Boiled down to 547 days, or 13,028 hours, or 781,680 minutes for that 
18-month period this means that ‘defense agencies were adding to their 
landholdings at the rate of 7,622 acres per day, 317 acres per hour, or— 
more than 5 acres per minute every minute of the night and day for 
547 days! 

Pending on June 30, 1955, were requests for 8.7 million acres addi- 
tional in States-Alaska. Assuming approval of those applications 
during the 18-month period between June 30, 1955, and January 1, 
1957, the rate of defense agency public land acquisition alone would 
have been in excess of 11 acres per minute for the 18-month period. 

As a result of a requested freeze on applications—as indicated in 
the following section—acquisitions during the past 18 months through 
withdrawal of public domain, for all 3 “military departments, have 
amounted to approximately 40,000 : rcres. 


Action taken to block withdrawals 

As'the committee reported to the House on July 21, 1956, 2 of the 
applications pending as of July 1, 1955, a Navy request for some 2.8 
million acres in the Black Rock- Sahw: ave area of northwest Nevada 
and the Navy request for approximately 880,000 acres in the Saline- 
Panamint V alley areas (southeast central California-southwest 
Nevada) generated extreme controversy in the areas affected. Both 
were based on a declared need for lands for gunnery purposes; both 
sroposed to close the lands involved for an “indefinite period to all 
Poems of resource entry—grazing, mining, mineral leasing, hunting 
and fishing, game management, materials removal, recreation, etc. 

On October 29, 1955, after consultation with ranking committee 
members on both sides, the committee chairman, Representative Engle, 
addressed a letter to the Acting Assistant Secretary of the Interior 
for Public Land Management, Wesley A. D’Ewart, which said, in 
part: 

* x + * * 


* * * Since the use of the public-domain land areas of 
the United States comes squarely within the jurisdiction of 
my committee, I intend to initiate an investigation into the 
use of these lands for defense purposes immediately after 
the convening of the second session of this Congress. The 
purpose of the inquiry will be to determine whether all of 
these public military reservations are needed, and used, and 
whether or not it wouldn’t be possible for the services to 
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make joint use of some of these facilities, thereby limiting 
their area and number. * * * In the light of the intensive 
study we intend to give this matter, I am in hopes you will 
withhold your approval of any further withdrawals of 
public lands for military reservations, or extensions of 


existing reservations, until we get a chance to take a good 
look at the situation. * * * 


In a letter to the chairman, dated November 4, 1955, Secreta 
D’Ewart stated that the Department of the Interior would withhold 
approv al of further withdrawals in accordance with the request of 
Chairman Engle, and expressed the belief that an effort should be 
made to initiate such hearings as early in January as possible. 


FULL COMMITTEE HEARINGS, 84TH CONGRESS 


On 12 hearing days beginning on January 4, 1956, and ending May 
28, 1956, the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs com- 
piled its hearing record on policies and procedures affecting the 
withdrawal and utilization of the public lands of the United States 
by agencies of the Department of Defense. 

Extensive testimony was heard from spokesmen for the Defense 
Department, as well as the Departments of the Army, Air Force, 
and Navy, and the Department of the Interior, on a broad basis: 
overall policies and procedures, as well as the statistical picture of 
Defense holdings; pending applications; the degree of the inter- 
agency joint ut ilization ; ; cooperation of requesting agencies with State 
and local officials and private citizens in the areas affected by pro- 
posed withdrawals, and extent to which regulations and contro] pro- 
cedures presently in effect require periodic utilization reports; and 
related subjects. 

The committee heard detailed testimony from spokesmen for the 
Office of Naval Petroleum Reserves with respect to that Office’s 
assertion that it was mandated to explore for petroleum on San 
Nicolas Island off the coast of California; from the Bureau of Land 
Management on its role in public-land administration; from the 
Atomic Energy Commission with respect to the expansion of the 
Nevada testing site within the Nelis-Tonopah range, Nevada, and 
other expansion plans; from the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and oe for official State agencies on water resources, 
grazing, recreation, fish and game, mining and mineral leasing, and 
related resource problems. 

Finally, making an invaluable contribution to understanding of the 
impact and complexities involved in operation of present withdrawal 
policies and procedures, the committee heard testimony from, or re- 
ceived for the record, statements on behalf of numerous national, re- 
gional, and local organizations dedicated to the several phases of 
multiple resource use Sof our public lands; a list of these organizations 
is included hereafter. 

On April 10, 1956, there was introduced, as a result of the tentative 
conclusions reached by the committee based on the testimony heard 


up to that time, H. R. 10371, together with a dozen identical, or sub- 
stantially identical bills. 
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Hearings on H. R. 10371, and on amendments incorporated on the 
clean bill reported, H. R. 12185, involved 6 days of the committee’s 
time, in addition to the 12 days of general hearings. 

Support for the legislation, 84th Congress 

During consideration of predecessor legislation in the 84th Congress, 
the committee received unprecedented support therefor—from official 
State agencies of 39 States, from all major national conservation 
agencies, from numerous local groups, organizations, and individuals. 

The list of official State agencies declaring their support of the 


measure reported and passed by the House in the 84th Congress, H. R. 
12185, and urging its early enactment is as follows: 


Alabama Department of Conservation 

Arizona Game and Fish Department 

Arkansas Game and Fish Commission 

California Department of Fish and Game 

Colorado Game and Fish Department 

Delaware Game and Fish Commission 

Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission 
Georgia Game and Fish Commission 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game 

Illinois Department of Conservation 

Kansas Forestry, Fish and Game Commission 
Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources 
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Game 
Maryland Game and Inland Fish Commission 
Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Game 
Michigan Department of Conservation 

Mississippi Game and Fish Commission 

Missouri Conservation Commission 

Montana Fish and Game Department 

Nebraska State Game Forestation and Parks Commission 
Nevada Fish and Game Commission 

New Hampshire Fish and Game Department 

New Mexico Department of Game and Fish 

New York Conservation Department 

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission 
North Dakota Game and Fish Commission 

Ohio Division of Wildlife 

Oklahoma Game and Fish Department 
Pennsylvania Fish Commission 

South Dakota Department of Game, Fish, and Parks 
Tennessee Game and Fish Commission 

Texas Game and Fish Commission 

Utah Department of Fish and Game 

Vermont Fish and Game Service 

Virginia Commissions of Game and Inland Fisheries 
Washington Department of Game 

West Virginia Conservation Commission 

Wisconsin Conservation Department 

Wyoming State Game and Fish Commission 


A partial list of the associations or organizations who went on 
record in support of the bill which the House previously passed—by 
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letter, telegram, or personal appearance before the committee—is as 
follows 


Alaska Miners’ Association 

Alaska Sportsmen’s Council 

American National Cattlemen’s Association 
California Federation of Women’s Clubs 
California Wildlife Federation 

Chamber of Commerce of the United States 
Conservation Federation of Missouri 

Defenders of F urbearers, Inc. 

Desert Protective Council 

Idaho Association of Public Lands Counties 
Idaho Public Lands Committee 

Imperial Valley (Calif.) American Legion Inter-Post Council 
Interstate Association of Public Land Counties 
Izaak Walton League of America, Inc. 

Lassen County (Calif.) Board of Supervisors 
Massachusetts Conservation Council 

Michigan Natural Areas Council 

Mohave C ounty (Ariz.) Board of Supervisors 
Montana Association of C ounty Commissioners 
National Council of State Garden Clubs 
National Lumber Manufacturers Association 
National Parks Association 

National Advisory Council of Taylor Grazing Boards 
National Wildlife Federation 

Nevada Association of County Commissioners 
New Mexico Cattle Growers’ Association 

New Mexico Game Protective Association 
North Dakota Wildlife Federation 

Oregon Association of Oregon Counties 

Oregon Cattlemen’s Association 

Outdoor Writers’ Association 

Ouray (Colo.) Grazing District Advisory Board 
] -ershing County (Nev.) Chamber of Commerce 
San Diego (( ‘alif.) County Wildlife Federation 
Sierra Club 

Teton County (Wyo.) Board of County Commissioners 
Toledo (Ohio) Naturalists’ Association 
Trailfinders, The 

Western Oil and Gas Association 

Wilderness Society, The 

Wildlife Management Institute 

Wisconsin Federation of Conservation Clubs 


H. R. 12185 passed the House on Consent Calendar on July 26, 1956. 

The record of the printed hearings is contained in committee prints, 
serial Nos. 29 and 32, 84th Congress, and because of the scope of those 
hearings, it was not deemed necessary or desirable to duplicate in the 
85th Congress witnesses and presentations heard and made in the 
84th Congress, other than those from departments affected. 
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FULL COMMITTEE HEARINGS, 85TH CONGRESS 


On 6 hearing days beginning on January 23, 1957, and ending Febru- 
ary 6, 1957, the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs com- 
piled its hearing record on H. R. 627, the base bill reported as the clean 
bill H. R. 5538. 

Witnesses from the Department of the Interior, and spokesmen for 
Defense, Army, Navy, and Air Force Departments brought the com- 
mittee up to date on the very substantial progress—as hereinafter 
indicated—made in the direction of meeting administratively the 
requirements that the legislation reported would impose statutorily. 
In addition, spokesmen from the General Services Administration and 
for the Office of Naval Petroleum Reserves appeared to comment on 
provisions of the proposed legislation affecting their activities. 

Following presentation by these witnesses, and a number of staff 
conferences with various representatives of affected departments, the 
committee sat for 4 additional days between February 7, 1957, and 
March 1, 1957, in executive session ‘developing the language approved 
by the committee for House consideration. After the bill was unani- 
mously ordered reported on the latter day, the committee staff again 
met on several occasions with Defense and Interior representatives for 
the purpose of reconciling, to the maximum extent possible and for 
inclusion in this report, statistical matter presented by both during 
the hearings. 

In all then, during the last session of the 84th Congress and the 
early part of the first session of this Congress, the full committee de- 
voted 28 days to detailed consideration of the predecessor and reported 
legislation. 


Defense Department control procedures 


In its 1956 report, this committee, with respect to Department of 
Defense real property control procedures pointed to very substantial 
deficiencies. 

The conclusions of this committee with respect to Defense real prop- 
erty control procedures prior to August 27, 1955 (as set out at length 
in the 1956 report on H. R. 12185, 84th Congress), are concisely sum- 
marized in the response of the spokesman- witness for the Secretar y of 
Defense who, in response to a question as to whether there were in 
existence prior to that date policy directives requiring periodic review 
of Defense land utilization, replied : 


There was a policy as to disposal. There was no policy for 
a full review; * * *. 


From the testimony of Defense witnesses in 1956, it was made clear 
that until August 27, 1955—on which date the three military depart- 
ments held some 30 million acres of real property in the States and 
Alaska and were asking for more than 8 million additional acres— 
the Department of Defense had not had in effect any directives requir- 
ing such periodic reports by the Army, Navy, and Air Force as would 
lay a base for a measured, intelligent, independent judgment on the 
part of Defense officials as to the need for withdr: awing additional 
public lands for any defense purpose. On that date there was promul- 
gated a directive which, the committee was told, will result in— 
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* * * a complete review being made within each 2 years 
of all real property under the control of the military depart- 
ments. Under the terms of this directive no property may 
be retained without complete justification of the requirement 
for it. Reports of the studies made are forwarded to the 
Secretary of Defense. The first reports under this directive 
are now being received and by September of this year reports 
are due on all properties. 


Further, with holdings in the 48 “continental” States alone repre- 
senting a Federal investment of more than $18.2 billion for land and 
improvements, the committee reported that the Department of De- 
fense had, prior to the date of its directive—and relying on the as- 
serted need by each of the military departments for additional 
lands—approved applications for withdrawal of the additional 8 
million acres of land, and was urging Ttbeles to issue the necessary 
withdrawal orders. 

The committee did not know as of July 21, 1956—the date on which 
H. R. 12185 was reported—whether military lands held were in fact 
being fully utilized, nor was it able to determine the need for addi- 
tional acquisitions, but one thing was apparent: neither the Secretary 
of Defense, nor the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, or Air Force could 
have, on that date, known whether full utilization was being made. 
Referring to the August 1955 directive, the committee last year 
observed : 


In view of the posture of this apparently initial effort 
toward instituting a full, coordinated, control procedure for 
evaluating public land acquisition applications, it does not 
appear that additional areas should be added to Defense De- 
partment real property holdings—except in cases of most 
urgent necessity, and then subject to findings thereafter 
made—until all initial reports have been received, evaluated, 
and related to pending and proposed applications. 


The soundness of the committee’s position appears to have been 
more than borne out by what has transpired in the 12-month period 
since Defense witnesses closed their presentation on predecessor legis- 
lation to the reported measure. 

Improved property found excess 

Responsibility for the Defense program—under the 1955 direc- 
tive—rlative to review of real property holdings under military con- 
trol is assigned to the Real Property Management Directorate of the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and In- 
stallations). 

The magnitude of the task facing that office in this virgin Defense 
land utilization effort can best be understood through a re adily avail- 
able statistical comparison. During the 30-month period July 1, 1954, 
to December 51, 1956, the Department of Defense reported to the 
General Services Administration—responsible for disposition of sur- 
plus Federal property—declarations of excess improved real property 
totaling 68,662 acres which had cost, with improvements, $164.7 
million. 

Thus, the excess property declarations for that period averaged 
about $60 million worth of property annually. 











292 MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 


By way of comparison: with approximately 66 percent (see table 
IX, below) of the utilization reports in, on a total of 2,153 Army, Navy, 
and Air Force installations and properties, and with approximately 
only one-half of those evaluated, Defense has found that 1,056,083 
acres of land, together with improvements costing $345.2 million (in- 
dustrial property, $220 million), are excess to the requirements of the 
military department having custody and control. 

Put another way, if evaluations and findings on the one-third of 
the reports processed to date are representative, it may ultimately be 
found that the 3 military departments between them have more than 
3 million acres of improved property, which initially cost more than 
$1 billion, excess to the needs of the holding agency. 

Table LX, following, shows the status of real property studies by 
Defense pursuant to the August 1955 property utilization directive, 
as of February 2, 1957, while table X shows an acreage and cost break- 
down, by military department of real property recommended to be 
excess to the needs of the controlling department : 


TABLE IX.—Status of real property studies pursuant to DOD Directive 4165.20, 
Aug. 27,1955 











| | 
| Schedu'ed | Submitted | Remaining Evaluated | Balance to be 
Military departments to be | as of } to be | by OSD | evaluated 
submitted | Feb. 2, 1957 submitted by OSD 
echt sib secctsneecsniniensn | ‘i ae —|— aati me 
a pbb siccatse ie 470 | 428 | $2 | 260 | 210 
Navy tool 9R2 342 | 640 | 189 | 793 
Air Force 701 | 701 0} 259 | 412 
| earn mel 2, 153 1, 471 682 738 1,415 





TABLE X.—Real property recommended as excess to holding military department 


[Breakdown by military departments of figures reported in the statement presented to the House Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs by Mr. Fred H. Rooney, with respect to real property recommended 
to be excess to the needs of the department having custody and control] 


| 

| Number of | Original cost 
acres | including im- 

| provements 








ha rn 
Department of the Navy__...---- : sea i a ll lel eed | 117,340. 44 | ' $169, 601, 672 
Department of the Army : Moe OE _...| 274,713.04 | 2? 128, 663, 668 
Department of the Air Force_-____----- iat alba Bi 3 964, 029. 62 3 46, 935, 696 


1, 056, 083. 10 | 345, 201, 036 





! Includes industrial plants located on 1,304.93, acres of land, representing a total cost of $115,068,046, recom 
mended to be sold subject to a national! security clause. 

? Includes 66,818.77 acres representing a total cost of $23,176,170 of nonindustrial type property 

3 No industrial facilities recommended to be excess in the above. 


Progress in reports evaluation 

Defense witnesses conceded that earlier estimates of time required 
for receiving and evaluating utilization reports were unduly opti- 
mistic. It was believed that by January 1, 1957, the basic study would 
be completed. Testimony this year indicates why it was not possible 
to meet this target date: one military department found it necessary 
or desirable to conduct a 6-week indoctrination course on review and 
reporting techniques of this program, and many of the reports first 
received from the military departments were found inadequate and 
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had to be returned to station level for clarification and/or supple- 
mental information. 

By way of further accounting for delay, it should be pointed out 
that Defense—not too surprisingly—has learned that it is necessary 
to make special studies of total capacities of, and overall requirements 
for, entire categories of properties in order to determine whether 
individual holdings within such categories should be retained. This 
approach is in sharp and gratifying contrast to the practice attested 
£0 By Defense witnesses last year which, stripped down was this: if 
a military department requesting additional land was asked by De- 
fense “Do you need it and are you using what you have?” and the re- 
questing department replied: “Yes, we do, and we are,” that was 
the end of Defense “review.” 

With respect to “Defense review” of military department written 
requests for additional lands, the top witness for Defense last year 
had this tosay [emphasis supplied ] : 


Sir, the paper that comes to us is signed by the Secretary 
of the military department involved. “Tt has been approved 
byhim. T hat is signed by him or his designee, and the figures 
have been approved by his staff, and by his experts. /n the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense, we are not expert in that 
field, and while we may question and ask them to restudy and 


recheck, in the final analysis we must accept their figures in 
those records. 


It will readily be seen that progress to date under the New Look 
has far exceeded the hopes or expectations of its most ardent advocates. 
Standards for urban, port facility, airfield, and training camp prop- 

erty retention 

Several other projected activities growing out of studies to date 
deserve reference here, in that it appears Defense is meeting head on 
the problem of finding ways and means of substantially reducing its 
own outlay of F ederal funds expended for, and on, real ‘property, “and 
at the same time markedly reducing the degree of damage to the local 
tax economy, growth, and development i in principal centers of military 
activity. 

What follows is taken directly from Defense testimony. 

1. Urban military installations—The Department of Defense be- 
lieves that many properties of high value which are currently serving 
essential defense purposes can be disposed of and less costly replace- 
ment properties acquired. This is predicated on the know ledge that 
many military installations, originally sited in suburban areas, are 
now partially or completely surrounded by urban development, The 
dollar value of these Gov ‘ernment holdings has multiplied; but, simul- 
taneously, the potential use by the militar y department concerned has 
been lessened and necessary expansion almost completely prohibited. 

Acquisition of substitute property would, in the view of Defense, 
permit (1) more advantageous siting on low-cost lands, (2) substan- 
tial benefits to both civil and military interests, and (3) reasonable 
assurance of room for expansion in event of mobilization. Defense 
does take, in announcing that legislation to achieve this objective will 
be introduced in this session of Congress, the position that property 
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currently held would be affected only if concurrent arrangements are 
made for acquisition and disposal. 

The Department of Defense is to be commended for this undertak- 
ing. In its report to accompany H. R. 6024, 84th Congress (H. Rept. 
No. 2203), which as Public Law 894 operated to restore to the Terri- 
tory of Hawaii certain lands held for many years within the Fort 
Armstrong Military Reservation, Honolulu, the House Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee made this observation concerning historic 
military establishments being maintained in the heart of urban busi- 
ness, residential, or industrial areas: 


* * * it is apparent that the Military Establishment has 
not in all instances recognized that, concurrent with its as- 
serted expansion requirements, there exist matching expan- 
sion demands for the civilian economy and domestic popula- 
tion growth. It is clear that the latter dictates a need for 
continuing reevaluation of Defense holdings, particularly in 
heavily urbanized areas, and that the time to initiate such re- 
evaluation is now. 

When there is a collision between military and civilian 
requirements, it would seem that the measure must be “highest 
and best use.” If this premise is sound, then tax-exempt 
parade grounds, baseball diamonds, and general recreation 
areas—together with frequently limited horizontal housing 
facilities making them desirable or necessary—in the midst 
of heavily urbanized areas must be considered as relocatable 
when vertical civilian development and industrial expansion 
abutting such areas establish the need for application of a 
higher and better use yardstick, including the possibility of 
unlocking rea] property tax potential. 


That report pointed to the fact that the island of Oahu, embracing 
the city and county of Honolulu, is the site of 28 major military estab- 
lishments. At least five of these—Fort Armstrong, Fort De Russy, 
Fort Ruger, Bellows Field, and Sand Island—appear to fall within 
the policy statement of Defense regarding installations in highly ur- 
banized areas. 

Reference has also been made in the past to such areas as the Army’s 
Presidio, at San Francisco, which embraces more than 2 square miles 
(1,369 acres) out of the 28 square miles (when State-owned property 
is deducted) which comprise the city and county of San Francisco’s 
tax base. 

2. Industrial plant holdings.—It is also believed by Defense that 
many of the industrial plants held by the military departments which 
are not excess to current or mobilization requirements can produce 
all goods and services required for defense purposes, if privately 
owned, provided the availability of production capacity is assured. 
Beneficial tax base effect on the local areas where such properties are 
located is readily apparent if this belief is translated into action, as 
proposed in legislation for this Congress. 

3. Army training camps, Navy training-testing ranges.—Defense 
has requested Army to establish a board of general officers to review 
and recommend current and future requirements for training camps 
with consideration given to the most recent mobilization concepts and 
technological advances. Training camps presently held comprise 
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3,842,271 acres of land and cost originally $1.8 billion. Such a com- 
prehensive study, Defense believes, is the only practical means of de- 
termining which, if any, of the individual camps are no longer re- 
quired. 

Similarly, Navy—which is currently requesting additional lands 
totaling 5.1 million acres of public domain alone—has been requested 
to furnish more detailed and specific information relative to its ex- 
isting training and testing ranges. 

4. Military port terminals.—Studies of military port terminals are 
being made at the direction of Defense in order to determine the ex- 
tent to which military cargoes can be handled by private enterprise 
and which, if any, port facilities currently held by military depart- 
ments can be disposed of subject to protective covenants. 

5. Military depot system.—Analysis is being made of the entire mili- 
tary depot system by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Properties and Installations, in conjunction with the counterpart 
Office for Supply and Logistics, for the purpose of achieving maximum 
cross-service utilization and assuring that all nonessential space is 
eliminated. 

6. Military airfields —Defense is initiating studies of all airfields 
controlled by the military departments in order to identify those that 
are outmoded and those which cannot economically be expanded, as 
well as those which should be disposed of for other than airport 
purposes. 

Committee conclusions, comment 


The committee recognizes, with the Department of Defense, that 
maximum results relative to review of all real property holdings under 
military control will not be achieved until final reports are in on all 
installations from all military departments, and until regulations have 
been effected to correct serious control deficiencies already established 
as existing. The principal concern of the committee—effecting of 
policy to assure in Defense operations establishment of a sound Federal 
policy looking to highest a best utilization of a very substantial area 
of the public lands of the United States—has not to date been satisfied 
at the Defense level. The committee nevertheless believes one major 
achievement is apparent: It appears that for the first time a central of- 
fice of the entire Military Establishment has assumed its proper role 
in real property management, control, review, and utilization. 

The Defense Department, through the Office of the Assistant Secre- 
tary of Defense for Properties and Installations, has, in the commit- 
tee’s view, launched a program which—f retained as a function at the 
Defense level—will result in multimillion dollar savings to the Fed- 
eral taxpayer through reduction in direct Defense expenditures for 
management and upkeep of property not needed, not used, and not 
presently subject to local taxation or available to meet expansion re- 
quirements brought on by reason of growth of the community in which 
located. 

With what appears to be modest personnel staffing (20 people), and 
with a number of other responsibilities, the Directorate of Real Prop- 
erty Management has established a sound base, for the first time, for 
weighing at the central Defense level, the merits of military depart- 
ment requests for additional acquisitions: has developed criteria which 
should serve as “self-help” yardsticks for measurement, within the 
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military departments, of current use and future planning; has pro- 
vided bases for insisting on joint utilization, by a military department 
requesting land, of property already held but not fully utilized by an- 
other such department; and finally, and perhaps most important, it has 
given at least paper assurance that the entire Military Establishment 
will be much better geared, in advance of emergency mobilization, to 
know with some precision what it will require in the way of real prop- 
erty. Put another way, steps already taken at the Defense level hold 
the promise that there will be no repetition on some future mobilization 
day, if that should come, of the 800 percent increase in military real 
roperty holdings which came within 3 years after the outbreak of 
Vorld War II. 

If enacted, the measure herewith reported will serve to backstop the 
monumental progress made in Defense real property acquisition and 
utilization matters in the past 18 months. Reference hereafter to sev- 
eral items of unfinished business—particularly with respect to the 
degree of multiple use of existing holdings—should serve to further 
delineate the need for enactment of congr ressional control legislation 
at the earliest practicable date. 


UTILIZATION REVIEW BY MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 


This committee, in its 1956 report on predecessor legislation to that 
herewith reported, observed that— 


With or without Defense directives, it mae that the 
Departments of the Army, Air Force, and Navy, on their 
own motion, would have seen fit long before 1955 to institute 
utilization review procedures on a periodic basis at the de- 
partmental level. The committee record fails to reveal 
wherein any of the three military departments had so acted 
prior to 1955. 

It does appear that in May 1955, the Air Force initiated 
a comprehensive reports control procedure aimed at supply- 
ing the Department with a continuing, built-in basis for 
deter mining the justification for retention of existing hold- 
ings, or acquisition of new holdings. 


As indicated above, the committee last year expressed its firm con- 
viction that (1) no additional applications for land acquisition, except 
in case of most urgent necessity, should be approved pending com- 
pletion of such studies; (2) Defense agency policy had been, almost 
without exception where public lands were involved, to insist on 
withdrawals from all forms of public use—this notwithstanding the 
fact that in many instances substantial multiple-resource utilization 
and development would have been entirely compatible with the pro- 
posed military use; and that (3) the Defense Department had demon- 
strated that it was either unwilling or unable to insist that the military 
departments conform their real property activities to such standards 
as Defense should develop. 

Again, the record made in the 85th Congress—in view of what has 
transpired in the interim—demonstrates the soundness of a very sub- 
stantial portion of the committee’s 1956 findings and conclusions. 

Reference to what one military department, the Department of the 
Air Force, discovered with regard to its own military lands policy 
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through internal and detailed analysis of that policy made after its 
appearance before the committee in 1956 will, the committee believes, 
serve to support the statement made in the preceding paragraph. 
Air Force landholdings, before and after 
On January 1, 1956, employing the adjusted figures contained in 
tables I, [V, and V, above, the Department of the Air Force controlled 
14,447,409 acres of real property in the continental United States, plus 
in excess of 3 million acres (not included in the tabulations above) in 
Alaska. On the same date, it was seeking approval of pending appli- 
cations embracing an additional 3.3 million acres in the States and 
Alask: 
With the close of its testimony on January 6, 1956, the Air Force had 
made a record which, summarized, found Air Force witnesses declaring 
with respect to its 14.4 million acres of land that— 
(1) The Air Force is using what it holds, and is constantly re- 
viewing its requirements for large landholdings; 
(2) The Air Force does permit multiple use, to include grazing, 
wherever practicable; and 
(3) The Air Force does permit fishing and hunting by the 
public, wherever practicable; and 
(4) That, with respect to possible joint use by the Navy of the 
Air Force’s sprawling (3.7 million acre) Nellis-Tonopah range 
in southern Nevada, or return to the public domain, Air Force 
witnesses declared “Not in the foreseeable future * * *.” 


USAF Weapons Range Board report 

On January 11, 1956, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force appointed 
what was designated as the United States Air Force Weapons Range 
Board for the purpose of— 


* * * reviewing and determining the current and future 


USAF bombing, gunnery, rocketry, and missile range re- 
quirements for training, testing, proficiency and development 
purposes. 

On October 9, 1956, the Board submitted its report, signed by Maj. 
Gen. Leland S. Stranathan, Chairman, _ by the following members: 
Maj. Gen. Edward H. Underhill; Brig. Gens. Kurt M. Landon, Wil- 
liam E. Rentz, Charles M. McCorkle, William E. Blanchard, Avelin P. 
Tacon, Jr., and Arthur C. Agan, Jr.; Col. Joseph F. Brannock; and 
Lt. Col. David F. MacGhee, the latter as recorder. 

While the bulk of the report remains classified, the matters germane 
to this legislation are unclassified. 

Stranathan Board report findings 

Because the Stranathan Board report findings represent, in the 
committee’s view, as critical and pointed self-analysis by a Federal 
agency of its internal workings as has come to the attention of the 
committee, a summary of the report’s unclassified findings are deemed 
germane to this report. 

The Air Force controls a total of 59 ranges in the 48 States and 
Alaska. Forty-one overland (88 States, 3 Alaska) embrace 14.2 
million acres of land; the balance, 18, are overwater ranges. 
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1. Finding, range instructions.—As to adequacy of instructions gov- 
erning ranges, the Board found them— 


5 oa fag incomplete, obsolete, and complex. Specifically * * * 
they do not * * * contain data on new weapons, trajectories, 
safety distances, etc., which would permit field commanders 
to determine the operational limitations for the safe em- 
ployment of nonstandard ranges. * * * Provisions for periodic 
review and revision to assure currency of the existing pub- 
lications is either weak or nonexistent. 


2. Finding, range sizes —The Board found that no valid criteria 
existed for determining what the size of a range should be “to accom- 
modate a given training mission without undue jeopardy to private 
property and the public. » 

3. Finding, multiple resource use.—In the language of the Board’s 
report, it was determined that— 


* * * regulations and manuals contain instructions regard- 


ing ranges to a limited degree. A general statement regard- 
ing the adequacy of these instructions is that they are incom- 
plete, obsolete, and complex. Specifically, they do not contain 
or announce clear-cut policy with regard to the desirability of 
permitting or encouraging hunting, fishing, grazing, agricul- 
tural and mining activities. 


4. Finding, hunting, and fishing—The Board found that regula- 
tions on hunting and fishing by either military and/or civilian per- 
sonnel, and policies of supervising authorities relating to hunting and 
fishing on various bombing and gunnery ranges are “* * * divergent 
and inconsistent.” 

The Board also found that, as of the date of its report, the Air 
Force controlled a total of 29 ranges where fishing and hunting might 
be applicable; that such activity by both military and civilians was 
permitted on 15 ranges, military hunting and fishing only was au- 
thorized on 3, and no hunting or fishing whatsoever was permitted 
on 11 ranges. 

With regard to 11 ranges on which no hunting or fishing has been 
permitted, the Air Force Board found that such prohibition was 
“justified” on only 2 of them, and that on the other 9 ranges in 8 States, 
and embracing 5.1 million acres of land, such activity should be per- 
mitted, subject to personal security and basic military security. 

5. Finding, grazing and agriculture joint use.—The Board found 
that, with respect to guidelines for such joint use as grazing, agricul- 
ture and mining— 


There is no policy guidance in regulations to commanders 
regarding the desirability or undesirability of outleasing or 
subleasing for grazing and agricultural purposes. 


As an example of the confusion in this matter, the Board cited this 
fact: One basic Air Force regulation stated that joint civilian use 
activities “will be governed by AF Regulations 90-1 and AF Manual 
90-1”; the former merely states that technical guidance in the opera- 
tion of these activities will be found in the latter; the latter merely 
provides guidance in procedure—but no policy guidance. 
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The Air Force Board found that there were 28 ranges under Air 
Force control where grazing or agriculture might be applicable; that 
such activity was permitted on 12 ranges, prohibited on 16 ranges. 
With regard to the 16 ranges where no grazing or agriculture was per- 
mitted, the Board found that such prohibition was “not justified” on 
12 of them—embracing more than 6.7 million acres in 10 States—that 
such prohibition was “justified” on the remaining 4 because of security 
and personal safety requirements. It should be emphasized that the 
Board finding was qualified to the extent that its conclusion was that 
grazing will be permitted if type of utilization (i. e., whether herders 
are required, whether wells will be drilled, etc.), and particular time 
of scheduling of military use make such use compatible. 

The effect of denial of such use for what has been at least 10 years 
can perhaps best be understood if expressed statistically: Assuming 
that the average acre of land held in ranges by the military has the 
same livestock carrying capacity as the average acre on the 148 million 
acres of grazing land controlled by the Bureau of Land Management 
(where use averages 50 acres per cow year, 8 acres per sheep year) the 
Air Force lands closed for many years where such closure was found 
“not justified” by the Stranathan Board would have a potential carry- 
ing capacity for more than 67,000 cattle and more than 420,000 sheep, 
per year. 

Conceding that other factors—e. g., personal safety factors, contami- 
nation of range areas, or temporary Federal policies aimed at reducing 
agricultural crop acreages or grazing acreages—might reduce, or even 
preclude (in the case of Federal crop reduction policies) grazing en- 
tirely, the realistic reappraisal by the Air Force Board indicates what 
can be done when the effort is made. 

6. Finding, excess rangelands.—F inally, and of greatest importance, 
the Air Force Board found on October 9, 1956, that of the 14.4 million 
acres said to be “fully utilized and needed for the foreseeable future” 
9 months earlier, a gross acreage of more than 5.5 million, or about 40 
percent of the total Air Force landholdings, were in fact excess to cur- 
rent and long-range Air Force requirements as bombing and gunnery 
ranges. {Emphasis supplied. | 

In short, an internal self-analysis by one military department dis- 
closed that rangelands equal in size to a strip of land 2.8 miles wide 
from New York to San Francisco—or larger than the States of Con- 
necticut and Delaware combined by 310 square miles, or larger than 
121 Districts of Columbia—were excess to its requirements for the 
purpose held. 

The extent to which such findings will serve to reduce Air Force 
requirements for purposes other than bombing and gunnery, or to 
satisfy new and pending requests by other military departments, had 
not, as of the date of this report, been determined. "Che immediate 
effect has been noted below under the heading “Navy Nevada Require- 
ments” (p. 407). 





Committee conclusion, comment 

The Air Force Weapons Range Board report of October 1956 
echoes, in statistics, in its own findings, and in its conclusions, the 
findings and conclusions transmitted to the Congress by this commit- 
tee on July 21, 1956, in House Report No. 2856, 84th Congress, on the 
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predecessor to H. R 5538, herewith reported. The 1956 committee 
report suggested that “inexcusable deficiencies” existed in Defense 
agency real property control procedures, while the Stranathan 
report—to the credit of those who brought it into being—admits their 
existence in one military department, the Department of the Air 
Force. 

The Air Force report adds up, almost incredibly, to several items. 
It means 5.7 million acres of land were found to have served the pur- 
pose for which held, and will thus be made available for a different 
Defense purpose to meet new mission assignments, or disposed of to 
the limited extent portions of it are improved, or returned to the public 
domain for entry and multiple use under the public land laws. The 
report also means that 6.7 million acres of land in 10 States, closed for 
many years to grazing and agriculture (although agricultural activi- 
ties are admittedly limited to a small percentage of this area), were 
found to be closed “without justification” and that 5.1 million acres of 
Air Force land in 8 States were similarly found to be closed to hunting 
and fishing “without justification.” Further, it reflects—after too 
many years—willingness and ability, with Defense guidance, to apply 
r»0licies looking to wiser, more economical use of a vast area of Federal 
a held for Defense purposes. 

The report of the Air Force Board, it appears, will result in several 
millions of dollars of direct savings at the outset, and the procedures 
established as a result of the study hold promise of tens of millions of 
dollars in savings in future Air Force operations. 

It should be noted that as of February 2, 1957, the military depart- 
ments reporting to Defense under the 1955 utilization review direc- 
tive, with a total of 2,153 reports due (see table X, above), had report- 
ed as follows: Air Force, 701 of 701 reports; Navy, 342 of 982 re- 
ports; and Army, 428 of 470 reports. 

In light of the Air Force findings with regard to its own operations, 
the committee believes that the Department of Defense should never- 
theless insist on a detailed followup scrutiny of the Stranathan Board 
findings, and in turn that Defense should insist on development of 
similar internal reports on the part of the Departments of the Army 
and Navy, with assurances of a detailed Defense study of them there- 
after. 

Navy Nevada requirements 

In its 1956 report, the committee devoted extensive comment to its 
findings on certain matters growing out of a request of the Depart- 
ment of the Navy for withdrawal of some 2.8 million acres in northwest 
Nevada in what is known as the Black Rock Desert-Sahwave Moun- 
tain area, such lands to be used to meet the Navy’s west coast gunnery 
training requirements. 

The committee expressed concern that this action would take from 
the northern Nevada economy, as initially proposed, some 35 ranches 
ranging in size from 200 to more than 19,000 acres; 22,400 cattle and 
14,000 sheep grazing in the area; 142 patented mining claimis, 1,609 
unpatented mining claims, and several millions of dollars worth of 
operating mines; and, from sound game and conservation management, 
one of the State’s best wildlife habitats for antelope, mule deer, sage 
hens, and chukar partridges; further, that this withdrawal would be 
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made in northern Nevada of 3.8 million acres when neither the Air 
Force on its own, nor the Defense Department had developed utiliza- 
tion reports for the 3.7 million acre Nellis-’ Tonopah Air Force Range 
in southern Nevada, which reports might have served to sustain the 
repeated turndowns by the Air Force of the Navy’s pleas for joint use 
by the Navy of a portion of the Air Force’s Nevada range holdings. 

As noted above, Air Force witnesses, when asked on January 6, 
956, when Nellis-Tonopah might be made available for joint Air 
Force-Navy use replied, “Not in the foreseeable future * * *.” 
Thereafter, when the Air Force announced on March 1, 1956, that 
more than 2 million acres at Nellis-Tonopah would be made available 
for Navy use, subject to partial interim Atomic Energy Cominission 
use, the Navy argued that the Air Force offer came “too late” be- 
vause of the Navy’ s multi-million-dollar investment in the Fallon, 
Nev., Naval Auxiliary Air Station, 30 miles northeast of Reno and 
served for gunnery purposes by temporarily withdrawn lands at Black 
Rock Desert and Sahwave Mountain. 

The Air Force, in the Stranathan report, reiterated its conclusion 
that some 2.1 million acres of Nellis-Tonopah were excess to all cur- 
rent or long-range Air Force needs, and that an additional 700,000 
being used on an interim basis by AEC would be made available in 
or before 1959. 

On or about March 1, 1957, the Defense Department transmitted 
to the committee the following statement : 


The Department of the Navy will make use of that portion 
(known as Tonopah) of the Air Force Las Vegas Range, 
which is excess to Air Force requirements. This should re- 
sult in a substantial reduction in the Navy requirement for 
land at Black Rock-Sahwave, and should also cause an early 
decision as to the actual requirement for land at Black Rock- 
Sahwave. 


Committee conclusion, comment 


The repeated Air Force turndowns of Navy requests for joint Air 
Force-Navy use of Nellis-Tonopah, and defense of that action in Janu- 
ary 1956, only to announce release of more than 2 million acres there 
2 months later, was labeled by this committee in its 1956 report “in- 
explicable.” The Navy’s plea that the March 1, 1956, Nellis-Tonopah 
Air Force release came “too late,” was similarly labeled “incomprehen- 
sible.” Finally, the action of Defense in blessing all of the positions 
of both Departments was labeled “an inexc usable deficienc y in (De- 
fense) control procedures.” 

In light of events which have since transpired, it appears that a 
promised resurvey by Navy of its requirements has been made, with 
the results indicated, that the Air Force Weapons Range Board re- 
port explains the turndowns—without defending them; and that. 
however tardily, Defense did enter the picture. 

The committee assumes that the “substantial reduction” indicated 
at Black Rock-Sahwave would be at least equal to the amount made 
available at Nellis-Tonopah. If so, in addition to reducing by ap- 
proximately 2 million acres the net Navy requirement in northern 
Nevada, this action will assure that 2 million abandoned—and sub- 
stantially contaminated—aeres in southern Nevada will not go unused. 
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MILITARY HUNTING AND FISHING 


By way of background, the committee here repeats a portion of what 
was said in its 1956 report on H. R. 12185, the predecessor to H. R. 
5538, both of which would operate to effect substantial changes in the 
present military-local relationship with respect to fishing, hunting, 
and trapping on military installations. 

Accompanying the jump in military land holdings from 4 million 
acres in 1940 to more than 25 million acres in 1945, and continuing to 
the present time, there has been repeated collision between the military 
and Federal (including United States Fish and Wildlife Service per- 
sonnel) and State officials charged with the responsibility for develop- 
ment, management, and harvesting of fish, game, and wildlife re- 
sources. 

Without attempting to detail—or reconcile—the legalistic differ- 
ences of opinion, it may be said that the basic Federal policy with re- 
spect to fish, game, and wildlife resources found on Federal real prop- 
erty, outside of holdings for defense and certain atomic energy in- 
stallations, has been to provide for exclusive State jurisdiction, in- 
cluding management and enforcement or to provide for concurrent 
Federal- State jurisdiction. 

The Assimilative Crimes Act of June 25, 1948 (62 Stat. 683), is the 
basic Federal law governing the application of State and Territorial 
law on Federal reservations of public lands. 

Section 7 of the 1948 act (62 Stat. 683, 685; 18 U. S. C. 7), defines 
the special maritime and territorial jur isdiction of the United States, 
in part, to include— 


* * * ok * 


(3) Any lands reserved or acquired for the use of the 
United States, and under the exclusive or concurrent juris- 
diction thereof, or any place purchased or otherwise acquired 
by the United States by consent of the legislature of the State 
in which the same shall be, for the erection of a fort, maga- 
zine, arsenal, dockyard, or other needful building. 


Section 13 of the 1948 act (62 Stat. 683, 686; 18 U.S. C. 13) relates 
to laws of the States adopted for areas within Federal jurisdiction in 
this language: 


13. Whoever within or upon any of the places now existing 
or hereafter reserved or acquired as provided in section 7 of 
this act, is guilty of any act or omission which although not 
made punishable if committed or omitted within the jurisdic- 
tion of the State, Territory, possession, or district in which 
such place is situated, by the laws ther eof in force at the time 
of such act or omission, shall be guilty of a like offense and 
subject to a like punishment. 


The military has asserted—and the assertion has not been success- 
fully challenged—that State laws governing the taking and posses- 
sion of fish, wildlife, and game apply as follows: 


(1) Areas of exclusive Federal jurisdiction—State officials 
have no enforcement authority and State hunting and fishing 
licenses are not required. 
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(2) Concurrent Federal-State jurisdiction areas—The State 
may require possession of a license and State laws may be en- 
forced by officials both of the State and Federal governments. 

(3) Exclusive State jurisdiction—Where neither exclusive 
Federal nor concurrent Federal-State jurisdiction exists, the 
State fish and game laws will govern, and State and local officials 
“* * * should be afforded every opportunity to enforce the fish 
and game laws and regulations”—except that “* * * current 
security regulations will take precedence over State or local fish 
and game laws. 


A number of the States have taken the position, however, that apart 
from the right of the United States to assert sovereignty over the 
lands it owns, all of the fish, game, and wildlife resources within the 
exterior boundaries of a State in which there may be located Federal] 
real property as ferae naturae, are the ‘ ‘property ” of the citizens of 
the State and subject to the laws of the State, with the exception of 
migratory birds. 


1956 report of the committee 
In its report last year, the committee said this: 


It is submitted by the committee that testimony and state- 
ments received during its extended hearings on the fish and 
game aspects of milita ary land holdings constitute an almost 
wholesale indictment of the policies and procedures presently 
in effect. This is so—not because violations, noncooperation, 
and flagrant disregard for sound fish and game management 
principles are the rule, for they are in fact the exceptions to 
the rule—but because in those several instances where conflict 
has arisen between the military and local officials, minor irri- 
tations have continued over a period of months or years, and 
have been permitted to balloon into king-sized verbal battles, 
and have done little to serve the cause of wise resource man- 
agement and use. These longstanding military-local conflicts 
continue today while the Department of Defense has been 
unwilling or unable to resolve them to the mutual satisfac- 
tion of local authorities, or it has been indifferent to their 
resolution * * *. 


While both the military and local officials have remained Bayne 
in their basic disagreement i in some areas over what is legally require 
with respect to licensing of military personnel assigned within a State 
or Territory, the committee reiterates its expressed view of last year 
that the questions in disagreement should be mooted by enactment of 
the epee legislation. Particularly does this appear feasible and 
desirable in light of what has transpired in the past 12 months. 
Progress in improving military-local relations 

The record made in the 85th Congress is one which reflects measur- 
able and substantial improvement in military-local relations in fish- 
ing, hunting, and trapping matters, with a limited number of matters 
still unresolved. 

The Defense Department and each of the three military depart- 
ments have, in the past year, rewritten the regulations governing hunt- 
ing and fishing activities on military reservations under their control. 
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and the committee believes that as rewritten, the regulations represent 
an acceleration in the evolutionary moves toward increased military- 
local understanding. 

While last year’s report point to several areas where it appeared 
individual Army commanders and local conservation officials did not 
see eye-to-eye, it appears steps have and are being taken to remedy 
basic differences. For example, Army regulations issued November 
6, 1956, were described by the top Department of the Army witness as 

achieving this result : 


* * * the Army’s policy is to comply fully with the penal 
provisions of State hunting and fishing laws, such as those 
pertaining to seasons, bag limits and sex of animals killed ; 
to cooperate with all State and local officials interested in 
hunting and fishing, wildlife and conservation ; to quickly and 
vigorously prosecute all violators; and to engage in long range 
conservation and game management programs on all military 
reservations, 


Army performance in keeping with this policy declaration is evi- 
denced from several quarters, to include the following. 

Camp McCoy, Wis.—This 10,000-acre area, described in 1956 as “a 
haven for the unlawful taking of deer” by reason of insufficient gar- 
risoning of military personnel during the State hunting seasons, has 
witnessed in the past year several changes to remedy the situation. 

Where only 100 to 200 licenses per year for civilians to hunt at 
Camp McCoy were previously issued, about 2,000 were issued during 
the past season. During the past deer season, the Army suppleme nted 
its own limited post complement by military police furnished from 
Fifth Army Headquarters to assist local wardens in patrolling the 
reservation; through cooperation of the United States district attor- 
ney at Madison, Wis., and through efforts of military patrols and 
Federal agents supplied as a result of Army requests, 22 poachers— 
none of them military personnel—were arrested and turned over to 
the United States commissioner. This activity, it is believed, will 
serve as notice of the consequence to follow future violations, with 
military-local cooperation responsible. 

Fort Sill, Okla—The longstanding controversy between local and 
Federal wildlife interests and the Army over the latter’s request for 
transfer of exclusive use of some 10,700 acres for artillery training 
purposes from the 59,000-acre Wichita Mountains National W ildlife 
Refuge in Oklahoma appears to have been finally resolved as of Febru- 
ary 28, 1957. Opponents of the Army move had argued that the pro- 
posed Army takeover would cut the “heartland” out of this outstand- 
ing game and bird management area, along with key public 
use areas therein. 

Under terms of the Army-Interior agreement reached last month, 
the Army is settling for about one- third of the 10, 700 acres origi- 

nally requested on a 10-year use permit basis which in effect is an 
extension of one which has been in force for many years; terms of the 
agreement provide for assuring no military or civilian hunting there- 

in, periodic entry by conservation officials, exclusion from the area 
agreed on of Boulder Camp, and public-use facilities at Post Oak and 
Treasure Lakes, road relocation at Army expense, and pro tanto re- 
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placement elsewhere of public-use facilities in the Elm Springs and 
Pecan Springs Camps. 

Alaska.—Alaska Game Commission spokesman testified that his 
organization had received “excellent cooperation” in all respects from 
local military commanders during the past year. In addition the 
Army in Alaska assisted Alaskan game officials by furnishing trained 
conservation agents on full-time temporary- -duty status to augment 
the Fish and Wildlife Service during the hunting and fishing seasons; 
assisted Alaska agencies by taking ¢ reel census to be used for restock- 
ing studies, and assisted in restocking of lakes and streams; and sent 
25 students, as an annual procedure, to the University of Alaska to 
take the annual course on wildlife management for military person- 
nel—for later assistance in enforcement. 

Fort Meade, Md.—The Army resolved disagreement with Maryland 
State game officials regarding State or county licenses for military 
pe ‘rsonnel at Fort Meade (embracing 72,721 acres), and with regard to 

Sunday hunting, by agreeing to require Maryland licenses, and abide 
by the prohibition against Sunday hunting. 

Numerous installations.—The Army was able to supply the com- 
mittee this year with evidence of very meaningful examples of con- 
servation, restocking, and wildlife management programs conducted 
at various oi installations during 1956; Fort Devens, Mass.; Fort 
Knox, Ky.; Tae Breckenridge, Ky.; Ravenna Arsenal, Ohio: Fort 
Meade, Mad. Camp A. P. Hill and Camp Pickett, Va.; Fort Rucker, 
Ala.; Fort Bliss and Fort Sam Houston, Tex.; Fort Sill, Okla.; 
Hunter Liggett Reservation, and Camp Cooke, Calif.; and Fort 
Douglas, Utah. These activities added together mean more than 
50,000 fish were introduced through restocking on these reservations, 
together with over 12,850 quail, pheasants, and partridges. More than 
430,000 trees were planted last year, in addition to well over 5,000 
acres of feed and cover crops planted, and thousands of pounds of 
hay, grain, and salt placed for scratch and winterfeed for birds and 
game. 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md.—In testimony before this commit- 
tee in 1956. the Aberdeen, Md., Prov ing Ground, an Army installation, 
was characterized by the Chief of the Wildlife Division, United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service as 


* * * a deluxe officers’ shooting club [where] there is a 


master sergeant and a couple of assistants who spend all fall 
during the open season handling the blind system over there. 


The same witness described the difficulty encountered by Federal 
game agents who have attempted to enter the area for investigation of 
hunting practices asserted pursued there. 

No Army comment was received at that time. 

Without otherwise enlarging on the matter, the commanding gen- 
eral, Second Army, under which Aberdeen Proving Ground falls, in 
a report dated January 18, 1957, includes these comments on activities 
at that installation— 


With close cooperation and frequent meetings between 
State game officials and representatives of this installation an 
effective program of supervised hunting was established. 

* * * A program for release of duck blinds over which this 
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installation exercised riparian rights has resulted in civilian 
utilization of these blinds through county officials. 


Practices and problems in other areas indicate a need for resolution 
of basic policy questions still left unsettled. 

Fort Bliss, Tew.-New Mewico.—The 1956 committee report pointed to 
repeated clashes over the past 20 years between successive New Mexico 
governors and commanding officers at Fort Bliss, Tex., regarding the 
use of the 728,000-acre (449, 000 acres public domain) "Army antiair- 
craft range in New Mexico and used by Bliss personnel for training. 

The heart of the argument has been insistence by New Mexico of- 
ficials that State laws regarding licensing, season, and taking, together 
with policing of the area by New Mexico officials, should apply. The 
Army has objected particularly to requirement of New Mexico law 
for nonresident licenses, and has in the past re permitted 
hunting without licenses, and with State game officials barred from 
entry for observations as to enforcement and compliance. 

As of the date of this report the Army had temporarily resolved 
the matter by barring any and all hunting on the 728,000-acre reser- 
vation. In the event agreement is not reached prior to that time, 
H. R. 5538 would operate to define clearly the rights and responsibili- 
ties of both military and State guests. 


Military hunting and fishing quests 

In its 1956 report, the committee referred to huge Federal military 
reservations containing extensive fish, game, and wildlife resources 
with the comment that— 


* * * in too many instances such areas have taken on all 
the aspects of exclusive military hunting preserves, closed 
to the public at large, closed to the Federal and State officials 
charged with responsibility for fish and game law enforce- 
ment * * *, 


As indicated above, it appears that marked progress has been made 
in the direction of assuring that State and Territorial laws govern- 
ing season and bag limits and establishing penalties for violations are, 
in large measure being enforced with re asonably close military-local 
cooperation. With respect to the “hunting preserves, closed to the 
public at large” observation, however, much remains to be done. 

While the following references are to Army practices and proce- 
dures, it appears that on a number of Navy, Marine Corps, and Air 
Force (until December 1956) installations, essentially the same situa- 
tion exists. 

Fort Knox, Camp Breckenridge, Ky.—In a report made available 
to the committee, the commanding general of Second Army, whose 
jurisdiction includes the United States Army Armor Center, 
Fort Knox, Ky. (107,133 acres), and Camp Breckenridge, Ky. (35,681 
acres), points out that, with respect to nonmilitary hunting and fishing 
procedures— 


Commanding General, United States Army Armor Center, 
has issued to Members of Congress, State government of- 
officials, city officials of communities adjacent to Knox and 
Breckenridge, and prominent citizens who have demonstrated 
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active interest in military affairs invitations to hunt and fish 
at Knox and Breckenridge. 


The report on these Kentucky installations then adds: 


In addition, responsible citizens residing in adjacent com- 
munities who make request to commanding general for per- 
mission to hunt at Knox and Breckenridge are granted per- 
mission providing they comply with State game laws and 
local personnel are available to accompany them to insure 
compliance with safety and hunting regulations. Permit 
holders include both military and civilian employees of the 
installations who have valid State hunting and fishing li- 
censes. They are authorized to have a guest for three 2-day 
periods during any one game season. 


Other Army areas—Knox and Breckenridge are under Second 
Army, which exercises jurisdiction over Army installations in seven 
States: Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, 
Kentucky, and Ohio. 

With respect to other Army areas, a somewhat similar guest guide- 
line seems to prevail. 

In the seven-State Third Army area (North Carolina, South Caro- 
lina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, and Tennessee) post 
civil service personnel, retired military personnel, and guests of mili- 
tary personnel, in addition to military personnel on active duty, 
are permitted to hunt and fish. In the five-State Fourth Army area 
(Arkansas, Louisiana, Texas, Oklahoma, and New Mexico) the gen- 
eral rule appears to be that hunting and fishing is permitted for Paar 
tary personnel, post civilian employees, and other civilians only “ 
invited guests of military personnel.” In most instances in the 13. 
State Fifth Army area (Michigan, Wisconsin, Illinois, Missouri, In- 
diana, Iowa, Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, 
Kansas, Wyoming, and Colorado) hunting and fishing privileges on 
military installations are limited to military personnel, active and 
retired, and civilian employees; in addition, “some” standby installa- 
tions permit civilian participation when State requirements are met. 

From reports made available involving military installations in the 
8-State First Army area (Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, 
Connecticut, Rhode Island, New Jersey, New York, and Vermont), 
and in the 8-State Sixth Army area (Montana, Washington, Ore- 
gon, Idaho, Utah, Nevada, Arizona, and California), it is not clear 
what the policy is with respect to nonassigned military personnel or 
civilians hunting on a given reservation, although both indicate a 
substantial number of civilians have hunted and fished on their instal- 
lations. 


Hunting-fishing by visiting, transient military 

Another matter to which the committee has addressed itself, and 
which has frequently been the source of official and public complaint, 
is that raised through fishing and hunting use of large military reser- 
vations almost exclusively by military personnel, including visiting 
personnel or those assigned for brief training periods. 

Two examples of Army military installations in the State of Vir- 
ginia should establish the point, and present a study in contrast. 
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Camp A. P. Hill, Va.—Camp Hill is an Army installation aggre- 
gating in size nearly 77,000 acres rated as an outstanding hunting area 
for deer and small game, and for fishing. 

A total of 182 personnel- —10 officers, 87 enlisted men, and 85 Army 
civilian employees—are permanently : assigned there. Training areas 
and quarters on the post are utilized for brief periods throughout the 
year by various groups from the area, including Regular and Reserve 
Army units, some Marine personnel, National Guard units, ROTC 
units, and Boy Scouts; all totaled, several thousands of individuals, on 
temporary assignment, use the area. In addition, for limited scheduled 
periods, the area is used by the Air Force for low-altitude bombing and 
strafing practice, and by naval and marine air units for loft bombing 
practice. ‘ 

During an approximately 9-week period } November 1956-January 
1957, a total of 6,250 persons hunted at C #OD. Hill during the deer 
season. The breakdown is as follows: Army, 2,417; Navy, 680; Air 
Force, 1,205; Marines, 203; and civilians (the portion coming from 
Army civilian employees, as guests of military, and from the public at 
large is not known), 1,745. 

In other words, during the deer season just ended at Camp Hill, 
where only 97 Army military personnel and 85 Army civilian per- 
sonnel are permanently assigned, of a total of 6,250 persons permitted 
to hunt, 4.505 were milit: ary personnel, the balance civilians. It is not 
known what percentage of the hunting military personnel were on 
temporary duty at the post, what percentage were visiting there. 

Camp Pickett, Va—Camp Pickett, another Army installation in 
Virginia, essenti: ally on standby basis, embraces near ly 49,000 acres of 
land classed as excellent for hunting and fishing. Prior to August 24, 
1956, there had been limited but continuing complaints from some 
quarters because of assertedly limited civilian use, and because of 
military-State cooperation said to be lacking in some respects. 

On August 24, 1956, the Army entered into an agreement with the 
State of Virginia providing for joint usage of the reservation area, 
to include opening of the area to all hunters and fishermen without 
regard to military or civilian status; operation of a continuous Army- 
civilian joint effort conservation program; outstanding cooperation 
between Army-civilian authorities in game and fish surveys and plant- 
ing of seedplots for feed; requirement of compliance with State regu- 
lations required; and enforcement assured through civilian and mili- 
tary game wardens exercising concurrent jurisdic tion. 

Thereafter, and up to Dec ember 31, 1956, a total of 3,668 hunters 
were permitted to hunt at Camp Pic kett. Of this tot al, between 3,300 
and 3,500 were civilians, on a first-come-first-served basis. 

Camp Hill and Camp Pickett stand as contrasts in the eyes of the 
public at large. many of whom have argued that military personnel 
not permanently assigned to any given installation should stand in no 
different position or priority with respect to fishing or hunting on that 
installation than does any sportsman from the public at large. 

The committee has adopted language in the reported bill which it 
believes will establish clear-cut standards for hunting or fishing use 
by visiting or weekend military personnel, and will make one major 
recommendation with respect to the “military guest” philosophy of 
parceling out hunting and fishing privileges. 
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Meanwhile, one recent development suggests a direct approach to- 
ward improved public understanding of military reservation use. 


Air Force-Fish and Wildlife Service agreement 


In a preceding section, the committee has noted that reexamination 
of Air Force range holdings by the Air Force Weapons Range Board 
disclosed that for a number of years more than 5.1 million acres of 
land on 9 ranges in 8 States had’ been automatically and continuall 
closed to fishing and hunting. In the words of the Air Force Board. 
this closure was labeled “without justification.” 

Following up this self-indictment, on December 17, 1956, the De- 
partment of the Air Force entered into a military conservation mile- 
stone memorandum of agreement with the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service for the development of a fish and wildlife conserva- 


tion program throughout the United States Air Force. This formal, 
written agreement provides that— 


(1) The Air Force and the Fish and Wildlife Service agree to 
to mutually assist each other to develop and maintain fish and 
wildlife resources on property presently held, and to be held by 
the Air Force; 

(2) The Service will aid the Air Force by providing technical 
advice and assistance in development and management plans, 
in construction and management of fishing waters, improvement 
of habitat, stocking of suitable game, predator control, planting 
of food for wildlife, and similar practices ; 

(3) The Air Force will implement and carry out the fish and 
wildlife management plans approved by the two agencies to in- 
clude orderly harvesting of the fish and game crop, insofar as 
this may be done without interference with the primary Air 
Force mission ; and 

(4) The Service and the Air Force, consistent with their pri- 
mary objectives and responsibilities and the availability of funds 
and personnel, will endeavor in every possible instance to coop- 
erate with State conservation departments in the development 
and management of the programs. 

Committee conclusion, comment 


As stated at the outset of this section, it appears that very substan- 
tial progress has been made by Defense, and in the three military de- 
partments, in the direction of ironing out long-standing military -local 
clashes on fish and wildlife. 

It is clear, however, that there remains some validity in the assertion 
that “exclusive military hunting preserves” still exist, since the bases 
for permitting p: articular off-reser vation personnel (whether military 
or civilian) to hunt or fish on a given reservation cannot be directly 
related by the committee to military security, personal safety, or sound 
conservation practices. If there is going to ‘be hunting or fishing with- 
in a given military installation by persons other than those actually 
assigned to, or living on, that reservation—which would seem to rule 
out personal safety considerations—then it would appear that in the 
matter of obtaining on-reservation permits outsiders should stand at 

ar with each other, whether military or civilian, except in what might 
be very special circumstances involving military security. 








310 MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 

In summary, it is difficult to discern the relationship between sound 
game and fishery resource management and a system which limits on- 
reservation hunting to such varied off-reservation groups (civilian and 
military) as Members of Congress, State government officials, city 
officials of adjacent communities, retired military personnel, invited 
guests of military personnel, and prominent citizens who “have dem- 
onstrated active interest in military affairs.” Yet, as stated above, the 
aforementioned groups from the public at large fell within the privi- 
lege on vast acreages of military reservations. 

Nor is a majority of the committee convinced that thousands of visit- 
ing military personnel, or military personnel on temporary duty, 
should be permitted to fill allowed quotas, to the exclusion of the sport- 
ing public at large living in the vicinity of the installation eee 

The committee considered insertion of language in H, R. 5538 which 
would have provided that, hereafter, on-reservation military per- 
sonnel and their dependents would have first opportunity to fill estab- 
lished hunting and fishing quotas. In those instances where off-reser- 
vation individuals, military or civilian, were to be permitted to par- 
ticipate—excepting in those limited instances where special military 
security aspects might be involved—the balance of such quotas would 
be filled just as they are on all other lands open under a limited-quota 
system to hunting and fishing, i. e., on a first-come, first-served basis 
from the public-at-large. Since military reservations are peculiarly 
geared to the check-in and check-out system, it would appear that the 
chief obstacle to such a procedure being established universally is, 
simply, historical practice on a number of installations. 

While a majority of members were agreed on the end to be accom- 

lished by such an amendment, time did not permit development of 
anguage to achieve that end; at the same time, it appeared to some 
members that opportunity should be provided for the individual mili- 
tary departments to internally develop regulations to discard the 
“ouest of the military” approach, and failing that, for Congress to 
legislate in the field. 

Pending final disposition of this question, and the reported bill, the 
sum-total of the past 12-months actions by the military in hunting- 
fishing matters is: very meritorious and meaningful progress. 


THE MILITARY AND PETROLEUM RESOURCES 


The committee takes this opportunity to bring the Congress up to 
date on two matters involving petroleum resources development and 
the effect of Defense land and airspace requirements on that develop- 
ment. 

San Nicolas Island, Calif —The committee, in its 1956 report, set 
out in detail the Navy position with respect to its asserted authority 
to conduct petroleum exploration activities on San Nicolas Island, a 
14,000-acre Navy reservation created by Executive order in 1933 and 
located some 68 miles southwest of Los Angeles in the Pacific Ocean, 
and approximately 80 miles south of a point midway between the cities 
of Santa Barbara and Ventura. That report also registered the com- 
plete disagreement of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Com- 
mittee with the basic position of the Navy, also disagreed to by the 
House Appropriations Committee in denying funds for Navy explora- 
tion on San Nicolas. 





la 
ha 
co 


fre 
qu 


ani 


pre 
Sh 
siti 
tar 


Au 
obj 
tha 
ex] 
she 
the 
por 


1 
130 








MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 311 


This year’s testimony by Navy in no way operated to change the 
position of this committee in its opposition to the Navy’s claim of 
existing authority to explore outside of established Navy petroleum 
reserves or oilshale reserves. Nor has the committee changed its posi- 
tion with respect to courses of action it believes the Navy should pursue. 
The committee still has no judgment as to the need for creation of addi- 
tional naval petroleum reserves, nor does it have a judgment as to the 
desirability of the Navy—or any other Federal agency—conducting 
exploratory poe oleum drilling oper ations. The committee does point 
out that the Navy has not, since last year’s testimony, taken either of 
two basic steps which would indicate the Navy is convinced that 
present Navy petroleum reserves are inadequate: the Navy still has not 
sought—after many months and thousands of words of discussion, de- 
bate, briefs, cross-briefs and argument—to have set aside additional 
lands as petroleum reserves through Presidential Executive order, nor 
has it attempted to do so by specific act of Congress. Those two 
courses of action remain open. 

Finally, it is pointed out that the Defense witness on this question 
from the Office of General Counsel, in two different responses to 
questions addressed to him, declared— 


* * * Tt is our feeling that, with reference to the bill now 
pending before the committee, section 6 of the bill would 
preclude, by statutory language, exploration by the Navy 
for petroleum in areas reserved for naval purposes as dis- 
tinguished from areas set aside for naval petroleum re- 
serves, © = * 

and most significantly, the same witness declared— 


* * * The Defense Department’s position on the bill does 
not take issue with what this section would do with respect 
to exploration, namely, preclude it. 


Outer Continental Shelf lands.—The committee, because of certain 
provisions in the reported bill dealing directly with outer Continental 
Shelf lands, again calls to the attention of the House the existing 
situation with respect to development of such lands and asserted mili- 
tary airspace requirements. 

As members know, the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act of 
August 7, 1953 (67 Stat. 462; 48 U.S. C. 1331), had as its principal 
object and purpose declaring it to be the policy of the United States 
that the subsoil and seabeds of the “outer Continental Shelf”— 
explicitly leaving unaffected the character of the high seas above the 
shelf and the rights to navigation and fishing thereon—appertain to 
the United States and are subject to its jurisdiction, control, and 
power of disposition, as set out in the act. 

The act defines “outer Continental Shelf” as meaning— 

* * * 





all submerged lands lying seaward and outside of the 
area of lands beneath navigable waters as defined in (the 
Submerged Lands Act of 1953) * * *. 


TheS ubmerged Lands Act of May 22,1953 (67 Stat. 291; 43 U.S.C. 


—~e a 


1301) in section 2 (a) (3) contains this Leeerenlae 


The term “land beneath navigable waters” means all lands 
permanently or periodically covered by tidal waters up to 
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but not above the line of mean high tide and seaward to a 
line three geographical miles distant from the coastline of 
such State, and to the boundary line of each State where in 
any case such boundary as it existed at the time such State 
became a member of the Union, or as heretofore approved 
by Congress, extends seaward or into the Gulf of Mexico 
beyond three geographical miles. 


Interior authority 
The act grants to the Secretary of the Interior authority to grant 
leases or permits for the use of shelf lands, among other things— 


* * * In order to meet the urgent need for further explora- 
tion and development of the oil and gas deposits of the sub- 
merged lands of the outer Continental Shelf * * * (67 Stat. 
462, 468; 43 U.S. C. 1337). 


Since the effective date of the act, with less than 600,000 acres 
of outer Continental Shelf lands under lease, there has been paid 
into the Federal Treasury more than $253 million—a sum in excess 
of one-half the gross amount received by the United States in all the 
35-year operation of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920. 

Section 12 (a) of the act (67 Stat. 462, 469; 43 U. S. C. 1339), 
authorizes the President to withdraw from disposition any of the un- 
leased lands of the shelf and section 12 (d) reserves to the United 
States the right to designate by and through the Secretary of Defense, 
with the approval of the President, as areas restricted from explora- 
tion and operation— 


* * * that part of the outer Continental Shelf needed for 
national defense * * *, 


and provides that so long as such designation remains in effect no ex- 
ploration or operations may be conducted on any part of the surface 
of such area except with the concurrence of the Secretary of Defense. 


Interior concern over status of warning areas 

In connection with the section immediately below, and on the gen- 
eral status of warning areas, there is inserted at this point a supple- 
mental report of Interior dated March 15, 1957. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., March 15, 1957. 
Hon. Crarr ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Encie: This is with further reference to our report of 
February 4, on H. R. 627 and in connection with H. R. 5538, which 
you introduced March 4, and upon which we are informed your com- 
mittee has voted favorably. 

The inclusion in the new bill of certain language applicable to 
the outer Continental Shelf, which we suggested, is appreciated. 
However, the insertion by the committee of subsection (3) in section 
1 of that bill presents a difficult problem for this Department. 
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That subsection excepts from the operation of the act warning 
areas set aside in the Federal lands and waters of the outer Con- 
tinental Shelf prior to the enactment of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act. Since H. R. 5538 is concerned exclusively with land 
withdrawals, reservations and restrictions, it may, if enacted, result 
in closing to oil and gas leasing an area of 22,320,520 acres, of which 
over 15 million acres are in the Gulf of Mexico and a large percentage 
of which covers areas of the highest prospective v value. 

It is our understanding that the committee is persuaded that they 
do not bar oil and gas leasing and that the subsection was only in- 
cluded because of that belief. We also believe that as a matter of 
law they do not now prevent such leasing because: (1) they do not pur- 
port to, nor do they, withdraw the water surface or the seabed and 
subsoil; (2) the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, enacted by 
Congress pursuant to its exclusive constitutional authority provided 
in section 8 for mineral leasing on all or any part of the outer Con- 
tinental Shelf, and in section 12 it specifies the exclusive ways in 
which any portion thereof may be withdrawn or closed to leasing. 
Thus, any future warning areas on the outer Continental Shelf will 
have to be set aside pursuant to the provisions of that section. How- 
ever, the purposes for which the existing warning areas were created 
by reason of the resulting fallout necessarily make surface use hazard- 
ous in the extreme, and, as a practical matter, preclude oil and gas 
development in such areas and it is the legal effect which subsection 
(3) may have on this practical problem which causes us to question 
its inclusion in the bill. 

The rules of statutory construction require that we seek to give 
effect to every word of a statute. If that is done literally, and with- 
out reference to other possible aids to construction, it would appear 
to require the conclusion that subsection (3) would give the same 
effect to these warning areas as it would if they were called reserva- 
tions. It is recognized that they are reservations of airspace only. 
(See p. 8 of Terms of Reference and Procedures Manual, Airspace 
Panel, Air Coordinating Committee.) The Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act treats the subject as new and is comprehensive within its 
scope. Congress, of course, was aware of the existence of these warn- 
ing areas, but nonetheless made no exception of them. However, sub- 
section (3) now proposes to do what Congress did not see fit to do 
and what the Defense Department refrained from asking it to do in 
1955. 

The enactment of the subsection would materially increase our diffi- 
culty in leasing highly prospective portions of such areas by giving 
at least a semblance of legality to an assumption that they withdraw 
the lands. Even before the Defense Department included them in its 
proposed designations under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act 
the interested agencies in that Department objected to the issuance of 
leases within such areas but they did agree, in that one instance, to 
revise the boundaries to exclude the lands that were offered for lease. 
As to part of the area, the interested agency agreed reluctantly, and 
subsequent efforts to have lands released have so far been unsuccessful. 
We have endeavored to operate in this manner not because of any belief 
that we are legally obligated to do so but because we appreciate the 
commitments and needs of the Department of Defense. If that policy 








314 MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 


is continued oil and gas development of these areas would be consider- 
ably delayed, if not completely prevented, even under present condi- 
tions. We fear that enactment of subsection (3) might not only per- 
petuate this unsatisfactory condition but accentuate it. 

Certain areas of immediate concern off the coast of Louisiana are 
near leased areas where a number of leases have been sold for bonuses 
of several million dollars (up to more than $6 million for a single 

lease). Such sums are not bid except upon reasonable prospects of 
ddeleping oil and gas in large quantities. The need for finding new 
sources of these minerals is constantly increasing in urgency. There 
are vastly greater areas on the outer Continental Shelf where w arning 
areas would not interfere with oil and gas development and we be- 
lieve that in areas of present prospective value, which includes all of 
the outer Continental Shelf off Louisiana out to the 100-fathom line, 
the existing warning areas could and should be adjusted so as to ex- 
clude these areas. 

Finally, it had been our belief that the prior bill and, we think, 
the present one if subsection (3) were eliminated would further em- 
phasize the fact that oil and gas leasing of prospectively valuable 
areas is paramount and that warning areas must be adjusted to the 
extent necessary to permit of such leasing. 

We would have no objection to a provision which would protect 
the interests of the Department of Defense and at the same time give 
recognition to the necessity for mineral development by providing that 
warning areas would be adjusted to exclude areas determined by the 
Secretary of the Interior to be prospectively valuable for oil, gas, or 
other minerals. 

Since the committee has already voted out this bill, it is requested 
that it give consideration to this report in its report on the bill which 
we understand is in preparation in order that the Congress may be in- 
formed of the facts as we view them. 

Sincerely yours, 
Hatrrecp Cuison, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
Blocking of shelf petroleum development 

It is ironic, in the committee’s view, that the same defense agency 
which has pleaded for so long in so many forums for an opportunity 
to explore for petroleum on lands which it controls must at the same 
time assume the burden, in large part. for blocking the development 
of what is believed to be one of the United States’ richest petroleum 
resource areas—and with the blocking to effectively bar the early 
payment into the Treasury of the U nited States of what responsible 
officials believe would exceed in the aggregate at least a quarter of a 
billion dollars. 

For it is the same Navy which holds to its San Nicolas “right to 
explore” assertion off the coast of California which has for many 
months blocked leasing by the Department of the Interior of up- 
ward of 800,000 acres of prospectively oil-rich submerged lands of 
the outer Continental Shelf off the coast of Louisiana. 

The facts are these: The Navy, by virtue of its having been estab- 
lished (prior to August 7, 1953 date of enactment of the Outer Con- 
tinental Shelf Lands Act) as an air warning area, controls the air- 
space overlaying more than 1 million acres of shelf soi] and seabed 
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within the 100-fathom line as a part of what is known as the W—-92 area 
some 30 miles south of New Iberia, La., in the Gulf of Mexico. 

While Interior has attempted to pursuade Navy to adjust the bound- 
aries of this overwater gunnery range so as to permit leasing of 
more than 800,000 acres of lands over layed by W-92, Navy, as of the 
date of this report, had not swerved from its insistence on continuing 
control of the overlaying airspace—notwithstanding the fact that 
Navy is aware that petroleum developers would not ‘risk investment 
in the area with the existence of a continuing threat of gunnery activi- 
ties overhead. 

It also appears that the Navy claims the 1-million acre area in 
question is vitally needed for fulfillment of the Navy training mis- 
sion; at the same time the Navy controls other Pacific, Gulf, and At- 
lantic overwater airspace overlaying a surface acreage aggregating 
244,840 square miles (more than 206 million acres). Further, the 
Navy appears to take the position that an “order” establishing W-92 
(which, if existent, has not been produce ed) specifically provides for 
closure of the area to mineral leasing activity. As indicated above 
(pp. 21, 22), the committee takes the position that Congress could 
only have intended, with adoption of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act of 1953, that such act supersede any previous procedure in 
conflict with its provisions controlling not only leasing for minerals, 
but the _ procedure under which such leasing could be re- 
stricted ; i. e., through the Defense-designation- Presidential- -approval 
eddies. 

The committee was informally advised last year that the principal 
argument against relocating W-92 was that it would cost Navy “as 
much as $2 million a year for extra fuel”; if this is still a principal 
argument, a readily available comparison is at hand, since Interior has 
estimated that bonuses alone, which might be expected to be paid for 
acreages eae the area, would amount to “at least $250 million.” 

Thus the N ‘avy has been permitted by Defense, and apparently 
by those responsible in the Executive Office of the Pr esident 
to continue to assert its right to drill for petroleum at taxpayers’ ex- 
pense off the coast of California in an area which Navy acquired only 
for conventional defense uses—at the same time Navy is permitted by 
the responsible Executive offices to block extensive petroleum develop- 
ment off the Louisiana coast by reason of asserted conventional defense 
needs, when the latter action bars activity which would result in multi- 
million-dollar revenues coming into the Federal Treasury. 


Committee conclusion, finding 


It is submitted by the committee that: if Navy cannot see fit to 
take very early action to modify its W-92 boundaries to permit leas- 
ing to proceed, that, if Defense and Interior are unwilling or unable 
to override the Navy in its position, and if those responsible i in the 
Executive Office of the President are not convinced that the time for 
decision is long past due, then the Congress itself must act to termi- 
nate a situation which appears to be incrediby wasteful in terms of 
both dollars and resource development. 

H. R. 5538 is an available vehicle both to cure the present W-92 
situation, and to assure that Congress will be in a position to prevent 
its recurrence. It is assumed that Navy or Defense will announce a 
clear-cut decision with respect to W—92, one way or the other, before 
H. R. 5538 is finally disposed of by the House. 
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SUMMARY OF COMMITTEE ACTION AND FINDINGS 


On the record made by this committee in a total of 28 hearing days 
and legislation markup sessions spanning the last session of the 84th 
Congress and the first 8 weeks of this Congress, the House Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs believes that the findings hereinafter 
set out are established. 


1. Defense holdings, pending requests 

Twenty years ago—in 1937—defense agencies of the United States 
controlled a total of 3 million acres of real property, for all defense 
purposes. 

Today, the total is more than 30 million acres in the United States 
and Alaska; if all pending defense applications for public lands had 
been approved, then defense agencies would today control nearly 40 
million acres of real property in the United States and Alaska, of 
which 25.6 million acres would represent withdrawn public lands. 
2. Rate of defense land acquisition 

In the 18-month period preceding June 30, 1955—a period of 547 
days—agencies of the Department of Defense acquired land at the 
rate of more than 5 acres per minute every minute of the day and 
night. Had the applications totaling 8.7 million acres pending been 
approved between that date and January 1, 1957, the rate of defense 
agency public-land acquisition alone would have been at a rate in 
excess of 11 acres per minute. 





3. Freeze on Executive withdrawals 

In view of the sharp upturn in Defense Department land acquisi- 
tions, and in view of the fact that all such withdrawals were finalized 
within the executive departments by Executive action (Defense re- 
quests, Interior approved), the committee chairman, Representative 
Engle, on October 29, 1955, after consultation with ranking committee 
members on both sides, addressed a letter to the Acting Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Interior for Public Land Management requesting that 
further approvals be withheld until the committee could initiate an 
inquiry into policies and procedures governing defense withdrawals. 

Interior agreed to withhold approval of pending requests, and urged 
early committee study of the matter in the 84th Congress. Since 
October 29, 1955, less than 40,000 acres of public land have been with- 
drawn for defense purposes. 


4. Defense withdrawal control legislation 


After extensive hearings during the 2d session of the 84th Congress, 
the committee developed legislation aimed at returning to the Congress 
direct control of future defense agency withdrawals of public lands, 
with both Defense and Interior agreeing that except in cases of most 
urgent necessity, none of the pending applications would be approved 
until the control legislation had been disposed of by the Congress. 

H. R. 12185, the bill reported in the 84th Congress, passed the 
House on July 26, 1956, without a dissenting vote and after receiving 
unprecedented support—from official State agencies of 39 States, 
from all major national conservation groups, from numerous regional 
and local groups, organizations, and individuals—and in very large 
measure the support of the Department of the Interior and the De- 
partment of Defense. 
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House Report No. 2856 (84th Cong., 2d sess.), which accompanied 
H. R. 12185 to the House set out in detail the findings and conclusions 
which formed the basis for the unanimous recommendation of the 
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee for early and favor- 
able House action, which came too late for Senate consideration of the 
measure. 

The bill also unanimously reported by the committee herewith is 
in all essentials the bill approved by the House in the 84th Congress, 
with some language changes made for greater clarification as to scope 
and procedure. 

In addition to requiring an act of Congress before defense land 
acquisitions exceeding 5,000 acres take effect—including public lands 
of the United States, Alaska and Hawaii, outer Continental Shelf 
lands and Federal lands and waters off the coasts of Alaska and 
Hawaii—the bill operates to make applicable to all military reserva- 
tions and facilities the hunting, fishing, and trapping laws of the State 
or Territory in which such installation is located; redefine the re- 
sponsibility of the Secretary of the Interior with respect to defense- 
held public lands found surplus to defense needs; and to clarify the 
existing law with respect to disposition, management, and control of 
the mineral estate in defense-held public lands. 

The findings of the committee in the past 18 months underscore in 


KEK 


the committee’s view the urgent need for enactment of H. R. 553 

>. Defense agency control procedure 

The record made by the committee constitutes a severe indictment 
of central control procedures in the Military Establishment in nearly 
ll phases of public-land acquisition, utilization, and management over 
a period spanning many years. It appears that the 800 percent jump 
(from 3 million to more than 25 million acres) in total military land 
holdings from the War Department days of 1937 to the creation of 
the Department of Defense in 1947 was made by independent actions 
of the military departments—the Army, Navy (for the Navy and 
Marine Corps) and Air Foree—without benefit of centralized control 
procedures. Further, that until August 27, 1955, the record shows 
Defense had cleared without question applications for withdrawal of 
millions of acres of additional lands solely on the basis of an asserted 
need by the requesting military department. In turn, the Department 
of the Interior—responsible for finalizing all public land withdrawal 
orders—-had for years approved application after application on the 
basis of Defense Department requests, since Interior was without au- 
thority or the technical data needed to challenge them. 

The consequences of this procedure, until August 27, 1955, when 
Defense for the first time issued a departmentwide directive estab- 
lishing a comprehensive periodic reports control procedure, are best 
aoe in the following sections. 


. Temporary withdrawals become permanent 


During the 6-year period 1939-45, more than 13 million acres of 
public lands were withdrawn or reserved by Executive action for the 
use of the military. By the terms of the orders which set aside these 
lands for the military, they were to automatically revert to public- 
land status 6 months after the unlimited national emergency; the 
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unlimited national emergency terminated April 28, 1952, and the 6 
months’ “plus” period expired October 28, 1952. 

Yet, on February 20, 1956, a total of 49 of these “temporary ” with- 
drawals made from 11 to 17 years earlier—embracing 11. 9 million 
acres, and located in 10 States and Alaska, were still in effect. 

Defense agency position, January 1956 

The testimony of the Departments of Defense, Army, Navy, and 
Air Force with respect to the more than 30 million acres held in the 
United States and Alaska as of January 1, 1956, and with respect to 
the 8.7 million acres’ worth of applications which had already been 
SEpECY ed by them and by the Defense was, in effect this: all ‘of the 
land held as of that date is needed and is being used under maximum 
niultiple-purpose use, and all of the land under application is needed. 

Defense Department witnesses did concede that the results of the 
August 1955 directive might modify these positions. The “modifi- 
cation”—in dollars, acres, resources, and deficiencies revealed—has 
been staggering. 

8. Improved property found excess, 1956-57 

After the January 1956 testimony of Defense the first of 2,153 re- 
ports on that number of Army, Navy, and Air Force installations 
began to flow into Defense under the 1955 utilization directive. 

As of February 2, 1957, with approximately 66 percent of the re- 
ports in, but with only about one-third of the total to be received 
evaluated, Defense found that 1,056,083 acres of land, together with 
improvements costing $345.2 million, were excess to the 1 requirements 
of the military department having custody and control. It should 
be emphasized that 18,200 acres which cost about $230 million repre- 
sents industrial proprety recommended for disposal, subject to a 
national security recapture clause. 

It will be seen that if the reports evaluated to date are representa- 
tive, the ultimate finding of surplus improved property (industrial 
and nonindustrial) may reach 3 million acres with an initial cost 
of more than $1 billion. From the standpoint of this committee’s par- 
ticular interest, the significant figures are more than 1 million acres 
with improvements, but representing nonindustrial property which 
cost originally $125 million. 


9. Military department controls 

The committee’s tentative conclusion in its 1956 report that serious 
deficiencies were indicated in defense agency control procedures, in 
retrospect, appear to have been fully justified, if unduly cautious. 

The committee has pointed out (see pps. 36-40, supra) that of the 
three military departments, Army, Navy, and Air Force, as of Febru- 
ary 2, 1957, only the Department of the Air Force had submitted to 
Deferse utilization oe on all of its properties (701 properties, 
701 reports), while Navy had submitted about 30 percent (342 of 
982 bs and Army about 90 percent (428 of 470). In turn, Defense had 
evaluated only about 30 percent of the total reports to be received. 


It has also been noted that only the Department of the Air Force 
had, as of the close of the committee’s hearing record, completed a 
detailed review of its range holdings, real- -property policy, multiple- 

resource policy, and fishing- and- hunting policy. It has also been 
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noted that the Air Force Board, under the chairmanship of Maj. Gen. 
Leland S. Stranathan found that as of October 9, 1956: 

(a) Instructions governing Air Force ranges were “incom- 
plete, obsolete, and complex.” 

(6) No valid criteria existed for determining range sizes. 

(c) Regulations as to multiple use on Air Force. ranges “do 
not announce clear-cut policy with regard to the desir ability of 
permitting or encouraging hunting, fishing, grazing, agricultural 
and mining activities.” 

(d) Regul: itions governing hunting and fishing are “divergent 
and complex.” 

(e) A total of 9 Air Force ranges in 8 States, and embracing 
5.1 million acres of land had been “without justification” closed 
to general hunting and fishing. 

(Ff) There is no policy guidance e in regulations regarding the 
desirability or undesir ability of leasing Air Force rangelands 
for grazing and agricultural purposes. 

(7) A total of 12 Air Force ranges, embracing more than 6.7 
million acres in 10 States had been closed to grazing or agricul- 
ture “without justification.” (As the committee noted, p. 39, 
supra, applying nationwide Bureau of Land Management grax. 
ing averages, such an area would have a theoretic: al, potential 

carrying capacity for more than 67,000 cattle and more than 
420,000 sheep, per year). 

(h) Finally, and of greatest import, the Board found, on 
October 9, 1957, that about 40 percent of the 14.4 million acres 
of land held by the Air Force and described 9 months earlier 
before the committee as “fully utilized and needed for the fore- 
seeable future”—5.7 million acres—were, in fact, excess to cur- 
rent and long-range Air Force requirements as bombing and gun- 
nery ranges: thus, an area equal in size to a strip of land 2.8 
miles wide from New York to San Francisco, held but excess. 

The committee has no basis for any conclusion as to whether the 
findings of the Stranathan board with respect to Air Force holdings 
are representative of the situation throughout the military depart- 
ments. It does here reiterate its unqualified conviction that no addi- 
tional public land withdrawals should be finalized—except in cases 
of most urgent necessity, and then only subject to revocation there- 
after if dictated by the results of studies not yet completed—until the 
Defense Department has reviewed the Stranathan board findings, and 
until Defense has in turn insisted on development of similar internal 
reports on the part of the Departments of the Army and Navy to be 
followed by detailed scrutiny and evaluation of both at the Defense 
level. 
oS ne aleulable avaste fulness.” 


The commendation of the Air Force Board in the body of this 
report for the Board’s forthright and direct assault on Air Force 
internal control procedures, and the highly critical and constructive 
self-analvsis resulting will not, of course, obscure the clear message 
in the findings. The record of this one military department’s 
analysis of its own operations is, in the committee’s view, a recitation 
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of incalculable wastefulness—of taxpayers’ dollars, of resources within 

the reservations marked “closed” for so many years to public multiple 

use and enjoyment, and of unquestionable but immeasurable damaging 

effect to the local economies from which each unneeded or unused acre 
yas carved. 


11. Lost: 303,000 Utah acres 

Reference to one other finding should serve as an exclamation point 
to the committee’s plea for early enactment of legislation which will 
provide a basis for review of military land requests by the Congress. 

For 15 years—from 1942 until at least last month—the Air Force 
has controlled, but admittedly had never used an area of approx)- 
mately 303,000 acres of land in western Utah, held in conjunction with 
Wendover Bombing Range. When pressed for an explanation as to 
why this 500-square-mile area (more than 7 times the size of the 
entire District of Columbia) had not been used, Air Force witnesses 
said that it could not have been used because it was traversed on the 
surface by a major railroad, highway, and pipelines, and overhead by 
a commercial airway. 

In turn, when asked why it had not been released 15 years ago if 
not used and admittedly not useable, the Air Force witness made it 
clear that the Air Force did not know it controlled the area, with 
this explanation: 


I think there may be an explanation of that. I know when I 
first looked into it, it just did not occur to me that we would 
own land in a bombing and gunnery range under a commercial 
airway * * *, J think that is probably what beclouded the 
issue, that the airway was plotted across the map and one 
would not think of looking for land under it.” 

12. Navy Nevada land 

The committee has, in the body of the report (pps. 40-41, supra), 
brought up to date the developments on the request of the Navy for 
withdrawal of some 2.8 million acres of land in northern Nevada for 
use as a gunnery range, and the decision, after many months, that 
Navy would instead satisfy the bulk of its requirement by using the 
nearly 2 million acres in southern Nevada declared excess on March 1, 
1956, by the Air Force. 

It appears that by reason of this decision, to the northern Nevada 
economy there will be saved within the proposed area all or most of 
the inheld 35 ranches (ranging in size from 200 to 19,000 acres) : 
22,400 cattle and 14,000 sheep grazing in the area; 142 patented mining 
claims, 1,609 unpatented mining claims, and several millions of dollars 
worth of operating mines, and a priceless wildlife habitat for antelope, 
mule deer, sage hens, and chukar partridges. 

13. Military hunting and fishing 

The committee has noted the very substantial progress made in the 
matter of military-local relationships on hunting and fishing during 
the past year, with a number of specific accomplishments listed in the 
body of the report ( pps. 42-46, supra). It is clear, however, that there 
remains some validity in the assertion that exclusive military hunting 
preserves still exist. 
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There has been set out in the body of the report, in some detail 
(pps. 46-50, supra), the views of the committee in opposition to the 
present practice of the “cuest of the military” approach, as well as its 
views on the pr a status of retired military personnel, visiting 
military personnel, temporary-duty military personnel, and various 
classes of dignitaries—including Members of Congress—all or some of 
whom are listed as entitled to hunting and fishing privileges on all or 
some of the Army’s installations. The committee believes that this 
principal remaining questionable practice should, and can be, re- 
evaluated throughout the military departments where it prevails. 





14. The military and petroleum resources 

The report of the committee has dealt, at several points, with the 
effect of the military overwater or offshore range policy on petroleum 
resources. Reference has been made specifically to the committee’s 
position ¢ on San Nicolas Island, Calif. (pps. 50-51, supra), and on the 
Navy’s insistence on retaining intact the existing W-92 warning area 
in the Gulf of Mexico off Louisiana (pps. 51-55, supra). It is believed 
section 6 of H. R. 5538 effectively lays to rest the San Nicolas matter. 

The combination of intractability of the Navy in the matter of the 
W-92 withdrawal area with the unwillingness or inability of the 
Department of the Interior to act, and the failure of those responsible 
in the Executive Office of the President to settle a months-old De- 
fense/Navy-Interior clash, is simply incomprehensible, for the reasons 
the committee noted in the body of the report on this subject. 

This multiple inaction at the Executive eel does, however, afford 
an opportunity for early and decisive disposal by the C ongress of the 
matter, in keeping with the basic objective of recapturing to the legis- 
lative branch its too-long abandoned constitutional responsibility 
under the property clause. 

The statistical effect of permitting Navy’s use of 800,000 acres of 
the shelf lands overlayed by the W-92 Navy warning areas is this: 
The taxpayers of the United States are being asked to pay outright 
(through revenues not received from oil leasing) about $250 per sur- 
face acre of salt-water airspace over the Gulf of Mexico for asserted 
naval gunnery needs—when the same Navy controls more than 16,000 
square miles (13.8 million acres) of other warning areas in the Gulf 
of Mexico and has had designated there an additional 10,000 square 
miles (8.8 million acres); further, that the Navy already controls, 
or has had designated warning areas totaling 236,000 square miles 
(198.7 million acres) in surface area off the Atlantic and Pacific coasts. 

The committee—failing action before House disposition of H. R. 
5538—stands ready to propose an amendment aimed at resolving the 
W-92 matter. 

LA. “Supe r-range” plan discarded 

From testimony of witnesses representing the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, Air Force, and Navy in 1956, the committee had expressed 
concern at the proposal to carve out of public domain a new joint-use 
“super range” for ballistics testing purposes in the vicinity of Albu- 
querque, N. Mex. From testimony last year, it appeared ‘this range 


might require as much as 10,000 square miles in 1 piece (an area 100 by 
100 miles on its extreme axis), or roughly 6 million acres. 
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Decision of the Air Force to obtain use of the airspace and of non- 
federally owned lands of lesser area, within and over the Navaho 
Indian Reservation, and on terms satisfactory to the tribe, is applauded 
by the committee as an alternative to the original, and tentative plan. 
16. Summation of today’s defense needs: “Cubic miles” 

The technological advances made in development of our modern 
utensils of war have outmoded traditional concepts of military land 
acquisition, management, and control—just as they have made obso- 
lete, over the years, what were called at the height of World War II 
conventional weapons concepts. 

In an age of high-speed, high-altitude, and pilotless aircraft, of 
ground-to-ground, ground-to-air, air-to-ground, and air-to-air atomic 
and hydrogen projectiles and missiles, it appears that the United 
States Defense Establishment had concentrated so much—and so effee- 
tively—on the operations aspects of its collective missions that it had 
at the same time largely ignored updating the procedures and policies 
governing acquisition, management, utilization, and control of real 
property deemed necessary to carry out these missions. Put another 
way, while policies for carrying out the basic defense mission advanced 
to a supereffective point, policies for assuring vital domestic land and 
related resources were permitted to remain outmoded, wasteful, stifling 
to resource development, decentralized, and ineffective. 

We have said that if all pending Defense applications were ap- 
proved today, then defense agencies would control nearly 40 million 
acres of land surface area in the States and Alaska, and at the same 
time they would control inland and offshore airspace overlaying a sur- 
face area aggregating an astronomical 602,000 square miles (388.9 
million acres). The answer to the 1956 plea of this committee that 
“Defense agencies should get out over water with their ranges” is 
clear: they’re already there. 

It is clear to this committee, then, that military use requirements 
today must be thought of in terms of both horizontal and vertical 
needs. While the concern and jurisdiction of this committee is limited 
to the former, and then only where public lands are involved, the com- 
mittee believes that it is absolutely vital that continuing reevaluations 
be made of Federal legislation and administrative controls governing 
the assignment and use of airspace, which does involve the latter. 

As reported above, the committee believes that very substantial prog- 
ress has been recently made by defense agencies in the direction of 
vastly improved real property procedures, which involves horizontal 
needs; it is possible that similar studies of defense airspace, or vertical 
needs, would achieve similar results. This is so because the record 
made in the 84th Congress, and in this Congress makes it clear that, 
where we spoke of “military acres” pre-World War II, and “military 
square miles” by 1945, today those requirements can only be adequately 
described in terms of “cubic miles.” 





SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF H. R. 5538 


1. Section 1 of the reported measure deals with the withdrawal and 
reservation for, restriction of, and utilization by, the Department of 
Defense for defense purposes of the public lands of the United States. 

This section declares that, notwithstanding any other provisions of 
law—except in time of war or national emergency hereafter declared 
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by the President or the Congress—the provisions of the act will take 
effect upon enactment. tatoie and waters included within the scope of 
the bill include: public lands of the United States; public lands of the 
Territories of Alaska and Hawaii; Federal lands and waters of the 
outer Continental Shelf, as defined in section 2 of the Outer Con- 
tinental Shelf Lands Act (67 Stat. 462) ; and Federal lands and waters 
off the coast of the Territory of Alaska and the Territory of Hawaii. 

The committee, in employing the term “public lands,” intends it to 
apply in its technical or legal sense, as distinguished from “reserved 
paohe lands” or “withdrawn public lands,” and “acquired public 
lands.” It should be noted that section 1 makes clear the application 
of the provisions to all public lands—as defined therein, and in this 
report—but does not preclude application of some of the provisions of 
the bill to other real property owned or controlled by the United States. 

The term “Federal lands and waters off the coast” is employed to 
make clear the intention of the committee that the act’s provisions 
apply to lands and waters lying seaward of the territorial limits of 
the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii. 

Subparagraph (2) reflects the intent of the committee that the act 
not be deemed to apply to withdrawal or reservation of public lands 
specifically as naval petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal reserves. 

Subparagraph (3) was approved by the committee in light of the 
committee’s position that the establishment of existing (pre-August 7, 
1953) over-water warning areas does not—in light ‘of enactment of 
the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act of August 7 7, 1953—operate 
to preclude mineral exploration and leasing activities under the 1953 
act. The committee, with this understanding and position, did con- 
clude that until pending Defense designations under the 1953 act have 
been processed and disposed of through the procedures established in 
the reported bill, the warning areas should be left undisturbed. 

Subparagraph (4) of the first section excepts from the congressional 
review sections of the bill, for the reasons set out in the body of the 
report, five long-established military reservations subject to termina- 
tion of the unlimited national emergency, and for which Interior on 
October 27, 1952, authorized continuing use, namely, Williams bomb 
range, Arizona; Camp Irwin, Calif.; Edwards Base, Calif.; Nellis 
rifle range, Nevada; and a portion of the Boardman bomb range, 
Oregon. 

[t will presently be seen that all or parts of section 4, section 5, and 
section 6 apply not only to public lands, but to certain other Federal 
real property as well. 

2. Section 2 contains the basic provision of the bill, which estab- 
lishes a requirement that withdrawals, reservations, or restrictions of 
more than 5,000 acres in the aggregate for defense purposes may here- 
after be made only by act of Congress. 

The section contains language which would preclude the making of 
a number of cumulative withdrawals, each for less than 5,000 acres, 
where all would be used for any one defense project or facility of the 
Department of Defense. 

Testimony of witnesses for the Department of the Interior made 
it clear that va great majority of individual applications for any 
one project or facility in fact involve lands of less than 5,000 acres, 
and as may be noted below, the Department of Defense in its report 
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does not object to this section of the act. In testimony given subse- 
quent to the receipt of the Defense Department report, witnesses for 
the Department of Defense directly negatived a question as to whether 
the 5,000-acre breaking-point in the bill would unduly hamper or in- 
terfere with carrying out of the defense mission. 

3. Section 3 would lay a more adequate base for fully determining 
at the local level and for congressional consideration the resource im- 
pact of proposed withdrawals. 

Defense agencies would continue to file applications for withdrawal, 
reservation, or restriction of public lands with the appropriate local 
land office of the Bureau of Land Management, or with the Department 
of the Interior, just as is done under present procedure. Continuance 
of this procedure would accomplish the same dual effect achieved by 
existing practices: First, the recordation of the application in the 
appropriate office has the effect of segregating, temporarily, the lands 
requested from all forms of entry under the lands laws, thus serves as 
a sound antispeculation measure; second, continuance of existing pro- 
cedure would provide notice at the local and State level—through 
requisite Federal Register publication and/or press releases issued 
by Bureau of Land Management State supervisors—that the applica- 
tion had been made. 

Thereafter, if the aggregate acreage of public lands included within 
the proposed withdrawal, reservation, or restriction falls within the 
requirements of H. R. 5538 as evidenced by the public lands records 
maintained by the Department of the Interior, the Department of 
the Interior would then develop, for transmission to the Congress, 
proposed legislation having as its purpose effecting the withdrawal 
requested, and containing such provisions for continued operation of 
the public lands laws within the area proposed to be withdrawn as 
may be determined to be compatible with the intended military use. 

To achieve these objectives, section 3 would require applications 
to specify, in addition to the name of the requesting agency, using 
agency, location and description of boundaries of the area, and gross 
acreage involved: the purpose or purposes—unless classified for na- 
tional security reasons—for which the area is proposed to be with- 
drawn; whether contamination will result, and if so, whether such 
contamination will be permanent or temporary; the extent, if any, to 
which the proposed use will affect full operation of the public-land 
Jaws and Federal regulations relating to conservation, utilization, and 
development of mineral resources, timber, and other material resources, 
grazing resources, fish and wildlife resources, water resources, scenic, 
wilderness, recreational and other values; and, if the area to be with- 
drawn involves the use of water, the agency would be required to 
state whether, subject to existing rights under law, it has acquired or 
intends to acquire rights to the use of the water in conformity with 
State laws and procedures relating to the control, appropriation, use, 
and distribution of water. 

Relating of these requirements in the proposed bill to the findings 
of the committee, as set out hereinbefore, should make abundantly clear 
the reasons why they are included, and the results the committee 
believes will be achieved. 
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One observation needs to be made: the record made by the committee 


suggests that applicant defense agencies have tended to turn to the 
clause 


* * * if the purpose or purposes are classified for national 
security reasons 

as a device to relieve them of the burden of making known the general 
purpose for which such areas are to be withdrawn. It does not appear 
that such generalized terms as “gunnery range,” “bombing range,” 
“missiles range,’ and the like would seriously threaten the national 
security, particularly when the areas involved may range from 1,500 
to 3,000 square miles in area, an area of such size that it simply cannot 
be subtly and deftly removed from the operation of the public lands 
laws without generating substantial local interest, and interest of the 
State or Territory affected. 

4. Section 4 has as its objective substantially reducing the areas of 
present and continuing conflict between State and Territorial officials 
and the commanding officers of military installations and facilities in- 
volving the mangement, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game 
resources, and the enforcement of fish and game laws of the State or 
Territory within military installations or facilities. 

This section, as was noted in the comments on section 1, applies not 
only to reserved public land reservations, but to acquired lands as 
well; its broad purpose is to make State hunting, fishing, and trapping 
laws applicable as Federal laws on all military installations, 

Section 4 (a) (1) would require that all hunting, trapping, and 
fishing on all military installations and facilities—including those 
falling present]v within the “exclusive Federal jurisdiction” status— 
be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the State or Territory 
in which such lands are located. It would require that State or Ter- 
ritorial licenses be obtained for hunting, trapping, and fishing on any 
such areas if local law (i. e., State or Territorial law) authorizes 
license issuance to Armed Forces members on bona fide military duty 
for more than 30 days at such installation within the State or Territory 
involved, without regard to residence requirements, and upon terms no 
less favorable than those upon which such a license is issued to resi- 
dents. 

This subsection anticipates aflirmative action being taken by some 
States before hunting, trapping, or fishing within such reservations 
must be licensed by State law; it does not anticipate that for such 
activities outside such reservations the same preferred treatment 
must be afforded military personnel. Since subparagraph (1) of sec 
tion 4 (a) requires that all hunting, trapping and fishing at the instal- 
lation or facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws of the 
State or Territory in which it is located, the clear intent is that such 
activities can be conducted if at all, only in accordance with State law 
relating to season and bag limits, methods of taking, ete., even though 
the military personnel are not required to comply with State licensing 
requirements within the reservation because of the State’s failure to 
establish preferential treatment with respect to residence. 

In other words, hunting within all such reservations—with or 
without State provisions establishing preferred military treatment— 
can only be conducted after the effective date of the act, if in compli- 
ance with State fish and game laws, excepting licensing. The State 
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may or may not provide for preferred treatment outside such reserva- 
tions to be assured State licensing within such reservations, if the 
State has met the residence waiver requirements of this subparagraph. 

Possible dual construction of the clause “for a period of more than 
30 days” deserves clarifying comment: if an individual is actually 
assigned on bona fide military duty by orders providing for duty status 
at the installation involved, so that his orders require his presence at 
the installation for a minimum of 30 days, he would then be eligible 
for a license under the preferred status provisions when first physically 
present for duty on such orders. 

Subsection 4 (a) (3) mandates the Secretary of Defense, in coopera- 
tion with the appropriate governor or his designee, and subject to 
safety and military security requirements, to “develop procedures 
whereby State or Territorial fish and game or conservation officials 
may have full access thereto— 


* * * to effect measures for the management, conservation, 
and harvesting of fish and game resources. 


The quoted language anticipates not only that the obvious results 
will be achieved, but the possibility that—in areas where insuflicient 
military personnel are present to adequately enforce fish and game 
laws, such as the case at Camp McCoy, Wis., referred to : State 
game officials may be deputized as Federal marshals to assure adequate 
enforcement. 

Subsection 4 (b) requires the Secretary of Defense to prescribe 
regulations to carry out the provisions of section 4, and reflects the 
committee’s conclusion that only through such a provision will there be 
assurance that regulations are to be uniform at all Army, Navy, 
Marine, and Air Force installations. 

Subsection 4 (c) provides that violations of the State and Territorial 
fish and game laws made applicable to military installations and 
facilities are violations of Federal law, and subject to like punishment 
as though committed or omitted within the State or Territorial 
jurisdiction. 

Lastly, subsection 4 (d) specifically recites that rights granted by 
treaty or otherwise to any Indian tribe or members thereof are not 
modified by the provisos dealing with fishing, trapping, and hunting. 

Special reference should be made to the applicability of this section 
to the ‘Territory of Alaska, and military installations located therein. 
There is set out hereafter a letter (see p. 74) from the Alaska 
Game Commission, recommending amendments to make it clear 
that Alaska’s present requirement that military personnel must 
actually be present in Alaska for a 12-month period before becoming 
entitled to a resident hunting license. The committee, for the reasons 
assigned by the Alaska Game Commission spokesinan in his appear- 
ance before the committee, agrees that this licensing provision should 
not be changed at this time in Alaska; however, the committee has 
concluded that, without any amendment, the special 30-day provision 
would not be applicable in Alaska, since the law governing fishing and 
hunting in Alaska (including licensing provisions) is presently a 
Federal law, rather than the law of a “State or Territory.” 

5. Section 6 would amend in two particulars the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 377), as amended. 

First, it would except from the real property-disposition provisions 
of the 1949 act, minerals in withdrawn or reserved public domain lands 
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which the Secretary of the Interior determines are suitable for disposi- 
tion under the public land mining and mineral leasing laws. 

Second, it amends the 1949 act to provide that only those withdrawn 
or reserved public domain lands surplus to the needs of Federal 
agencies found by the Secretary of the Interior—with the concurrence 
of the Administrator of General Services—not suitable for restoration 
to public land status by virtue of their having been substantially 
changed in character by improvements, or otherwise, would hereafter 
be subject to the real property disposition provisions of the amended 
1949 act. 

Both of these amendments would clarify the operation of existing 
law; one would make it clear that only when determined by the 
Secretary to be not suitable for mining or mineral leasing purposes 
would the mineral estate pass with the title to the surface estate being 
disposed of under surplus property provisions; the other would reverse 
the roles of the Secretary and the Administrator so as to provide that 
the Secretary would make an initial judgment of the nature with which 
his Department is most familiar—suitability of lands for public land 
uses, a traditional Interior function—and if the Administrator concurs 
in a finding of nonsuitability, the lands would be disposed of as surplus. 

6. Section 6: F inally, the reported measure provides, in section 6, 
that all minerals in withdrawn or reserved public lands—except lands 
withdrawn or reserved specifically as naval petroleum, naval oil shale. 
or naval coal reserves—are under the jurisdiction of the Secret: iry of 
the Interior, and that no disposition thereof shall be made except 
under— 


- the applicable public land mining and mineral leas- 
ing laws. 


Read together with the committee findings above respecting the De- 
fense position on renee resources, the object and purpose of this 
section are clear. Until the presentation by Defense witnesses on 
petroleum reserves, and the effect of the prospective airspace with- 
drawal on pending applications for restriction of outer Continental 
Shelf lands, committee members had believed there was universal 
agreement that responsibility for disposition of minerals in with- 
drawn or reserved public lands was exclusively vested in the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

Enactment of this section into law actually constitutes a restatement 
of the law as it is today, in the view of the committee and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. In short, as declared above, the provisions of 
section 6 of the reported bill will serve to remove whatever doubts 
may exist, if any, as to the laws which govern the clisposal of or ex- 
ploration for, any and all minerals, including oil and gas, in public 
lands of the United States heretofore or hereafter withdrawn or re- 
served by the United States for the use of defense agencies. 


COMMITTEE CONCLUSION, RECOMMENDATION 
In recommending early favorable action on H. R 5538, the commit- 
tee wishes to reiterate what it said above: 


The program for the defense of our Nation’s human and 
natural resources should not—and must not—be so conducted 
as to destroy the very resources it is aimed at preserving. 
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H. R. 5538 is a bill for the recapture by the Congress of a degree 
of those powers which the executive branch of the Government has 
acquired over a long period of years with respect to utilization of this 
Nation’s most valuable asset s, the human and natural resources of the 
public lands. 

Its early enactment will operate to return to the legislative branch 
the degree of control the committee believes necessary to assure that 
defense use of the public lands presently held will more nearly con- 
form to long-established maximum public multiple resource use policy, 
and will make certain that future public lands acquisition by the 
military will be so conditioned as to assure conformance with the 
same policy 

The House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs unani- 
mously recommends the enactment of H. R. 5538. 


DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS 


The reports of the Department of Defense and the Department of 
the Interior on H. R. 627, which as a clean bill is herewith reported as 
H. R. 5538, are set out following, together with the aforementioned 
letter from the Office of the Administrator, Alaska Wildlife Resources, 
speaking both for his agency and the Alaska Game Commission. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., February 4, 1957. 
Hon. Criarr ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Encte: This is in reply to vour request for the views of 
this Department on H. R. 608, H. R. 627, H. R. 1148, and H. R. 3403, 
all of which are bills to provide that withdrawals or reservations of 
more than five thousand acres of public lands of the United States for 
certain purposes shall not become effective until approved by act of 
Congress. 

We would have no objection to the enactment of these bills. 

H. R. 608, H. R. 627, H. R. 1148, and H. R. 3403 are identical bills 
which concern the withdrawal, reservation, and utilization for defense 
purposes of the public lands of the United States, except in time of war 
or national emergency declared by the President or by act of Congress. 
Their basic provision, which is contained in section 2, is a requirement 
that withdrawals or reservations of more than 5,000 acres in the ag- 
gregate for the use of the Department of Defense for defense purposes 
be made only by act of Congress. Section 1 provides that for the 
purpose of this act the term “public lands” will inelude Federal lands 
and waters off the coast of the Territory of Alaska and the lands and 
waters of the Outer Continental Shelf. It is our understanding that 
the provisions of section 2 of the bills would apply to all areas of public 
lands, including water areas on the Outer Continental Shelf, which are 
not at present withdrawn by acts of Congress, proclamations, Execu- 
tive orders, or public-land orders, and that any water or land areas 
which may at present be used by the Department of Defense or which 
may be rendered dangerous or unsuited to surface use or mineral ex- 
ploration and development by reason of air activity on the part of that 
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Department could not, if any one of the bills is enacted, be used in such 
manner unless or until the land was withdrawn or reserved pursuant 
to the provisions of the resulting legislation. 

Section 12 (d) of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (67 Stat. 
469; 43 U.S. C., sec. 1341 (d)) provides for the designation of re- 
stricted areas on the Outer Continental Shelf rather than for their 
“withdrawal or reservation,” and, although sections 2, 3, and 6 of the 
bills refer only to “withdrawals and reservations,” it appears that the 
language of section 1 is broad enough to include such designations. 
If, however, there is any doubt in this regard, it is suggested that sec- 
tions 2, 3, and 6 be amended to inelude such designations since. other- 
wise, the purpose sought by the proposed legislation might be de- 
feated. These bills would in effect amend subsections (a) and (d) of 
section 12 of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act insofar as areas 
of more than 5,000 acres are concerned. At this time no restricted 
areas have been designated in accordance with section 12 (d). 

Section 3 sets forth in detail the information which must be given 
in any application for a withdrawal or reservation of more than 5,000 
acres filed by or on behalf of any agency of the Department of De- 
fense. The agency would be required, in addition to giving other in- 
formation, to say whether, and to what extent, the proposed use would 
affect the continuing full operation of the public land laws and Fed- 
eral regulations relating to conservation, utilization, and develop- 
ment of mineral resources, timber and other material resources, water 
resources, grazing resources, fish and wildlife resources, and scenic, 
wilderness, and recreational resources. Moreover, if effecting the pur- 
pose for which an area is to be withdrawn or reserved would involve 
the use of water in any State lying in whole or in part west of the 
98th meridian, the agency would be required to state whether it, sub- 
ject to existing rights under law, had acquired or intended to acquire 
rights to the use of the water in conformity with state laws and pro- 
cedures relating to the control, appropriation, use, and distribution 
of water. Though section 3 sets ferth in considerable detail the in- 
formation to be included in applications for withdrawals or reserva- 
tions of public lands of more than 5,000 acres, it does not go further 
into the problem of what is involved in such applications. We as- 
sume, therefore, that the initial procedures to be followed would be 


‘substantially those established for the withdrawal or ‘reservation of 


lands for the use of Federal or State agencies, 43 C. F. R. 295.9 et 
seq (1954). If such procedures were followed, we assume that it 
would then be the responsibility of the Secretary of the Interior to 
forward to the Congress the application for a withdrawal or reserva- 
tion of more than 5,000 acres. 

Under section 4 the head of each military department would, with 
respect to each military installation under his jurisdiction, be directed 
to require that all hunting, trapping, and fishing be in accordance 
with the fish and game laws (including, in general, laws requiring 
licenses) of the State or Territory in which the installation or facility 
was situated and to afford adequate access to State and Territorial fish 
and game representatives for the purpose of effecting measures for 
the management, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game re- 
sources. Any person, found guilty of an act or omission violating a 
requirement established under section 4 when the act or omission 
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would be punishable if done within the jurisdiction of the State or 
Territory within the boundaries of which the installation or facility 
is situated, would be subject to the same penalties as those prescribed 
by the State or Territory for such an act or omission. The hunting, 
fishing, and trapping rights of Indians would be protected. The ap- 
parent objectives of section 4, namely, the preservation of wildlife 
and the coordination of enforcement and conservation measures, are 
laudable. We suggest, however, that the procedures may raise serious 
jurisdictional questions. 

Section 5 would amend section 3 (d) of the Federal a nopenty and 
Administrative Services Act (68 Stat. 378), as amended (40 U.S. C.. 
sec. 472 (d)), to grant the Secretary of the Interior a greater degree 
of control than he possesses at present over the disposition of public 
domain lands which are found to be excess to the needs of the Federal! 
Government. The principal change is to vest in the Secretary of the 
Interior, with the concurrence of the Administrator of General Serv- 
ices, the determination of whether lands withdrawn or reserved from 
the public domain, which are no longer needed for the purpose for 
which they were withdrawn or reserved, are suitable for return to the 
public domain for disposition under the public-land laws. Under the 
existing law the determination is made by the Administrator with the 
concurrence of the Secretary. The proposed change is highly desir- 
able. Section 3 (d) would also be amended so that it would specifi- 
cally provide that minerals in excess withdrawn or reserved public 
lands which the Secretary of the Interi ior determines to be suitable 
for disposition under the public land mining and mineral] leasing laws 
be disposed of under those laws. This amendment is also desirable. 

Section 6 provides that all withdrawals and reservations of public 
lands for the use of the Department of Defense (except lands with- 
drawn or reserved specifically as naval petroleum, oil shale, or coal 
reserves shall be deemed to be subject to the condition that all minerals 
in those lands so withdrawn or reserved are under the jurisdiction of 
the Secretary of the Interior and that no disposition shall be made of 
minerals in such lands except under the applicable public-land mining 
and mineral leasing laws. AJthough such a provision may not be 
necessary, we e regard its enactment as desirable. It would continue to 
be a matter of discretion whether the minerals in the lands in question 
would be made subject to disposal, and deposits would not be opened to 
disposition, if it would be contrary to the public interest (including 
national security). Under long-est tablished procedures of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior no disposition is made of minerals within with- 
drawn or reserved areas without the concurrence of the head of the 
agency administering the withdrawn or reserved lands. If the Con- 
gress wants the mining laws to apply to these withdrawals and reser- 
vations, section 6 should be amended to provide that mining locations 
would be subject to the primary right of the Department of Defense 
to use the lands for defense purposes so long as the withdrawal or 
reservation is maintained, and to provide for appropriate reserva- 
tions in patents, This would be consistent with such recent legislation 
as the act of August 11, 1955 (69 Stat. 682: 30 U.S. C., sees. 621-625), 
which opened lands in power site w ithdraw als to mineral development 
subject to the paramount right of the United States to use the lands 
for power purposes. 
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The Bureau of the budget has advised that there is no objection 
to the submission of this report to your committee. 


Sincerely yours, 
HaAtTFirLp CHILSON, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


DrrPaARTMENT OF THE Arr Force, 
Washington, January 28, 1957. 
Hon. Crain ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and lusular Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 

Drar Mr. Cuairman: The Department of the Air Force on behalf 
of the Department of Defense is submitting this supplementary re- 
port with respect to the views of the Department of Defense on H. R. 
12185, 84th Congress, reintroduced as H. R. 627, 85th Congress, a bill 
to provide that withdrawals or reservations of more than 5,000 acres 
of public lands of the United States for certain purposes shall not 
become ae until approved by act of Congress. 

On April 21, 1956, the Air Force expressed to you opposition to 
H. R. 9448, sath Congress, a bill to provide that public lands of the 
United States shall] not be withdrawn or reserved for defense purposes 
except by act of Congress. Later the bill was superseded by H. R. 
10362, 10366, 10367, 10371, 10372, 10377, 10880, 10384, 10394, and 
10396, bills to provide that withdrawals or reservations of more than 
5,000 acres of public lands of the United States for certain purposes 
shall not become effective until approved by act of Congress. In our 
report to you on those bills, dated June 12, 1956, no objection Wis 

taken to the main purpose of the legislation which would require an 
act of Congress where a defense agency desires to withdraw or reserve 
an area of public land exceeding 5,000 acres. However, objection was 
made to section 4; which, in addition to other things, proposed State 
or Territorial control of hunting and fishing in public lands held by 
defense agencies under exclusive Federal legislative jurisdiction anc 
which would have directly or indirectly required military personnel in 
some cases to purchase nonresident licenses in order to hunt or fish 
in such areas. Objection was also made to section 6, which would have 
required State control of water utilization in such areas. This I» 
partment’s report also recommended clarification of section 3, which 
would require the making and filing of an application where an agenc) 
of the Defense Department seeks to withdraw or reserve over “5000 
acres of public lands. 

In his letter to you, dated June 28, 1956, Secretary of Defense, 
Charles E. Wilson, expressed a desire, held equally by each of the 
military departments, to cooperate with your committee in its views, 
regarding hunting and fishing and he reiterated in detail the problem 
relating to nonresident hunting and fishing licenses. 

The subsequent introduction of H. R. 12185, a clean bill bearing the 
same title as H. R. 10362, above, accomplished certain changes in the 
proposed legislation. Section 4. dealing with hunting and fishing, Was 
a to conform substantially with the drafting service provided 
by this Department in cooperation with representatives of the Army 
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and Navy and the Department of Defense. There is now no objec- 
tion to section 4. However, you may wish to consider bringing section 
4 into conformity with title 10 of the United States Code by enactiog 
it as an amendment to that title. To assist your committee, should you 
wish to conform section 4, I attach a draft intended to accomplish 
that purpose without changing the substance of the section. Section 6, 
the water control section, has been deleted from H. R. 12185, and 
section 3, the application section, has been clarified through references 
made on page 39 of House Report 2856, 84th Congress, 2d session. 

However, in the closing days of the 2d session of the 84th Congress, 
H. R. 12185 was introduced, reported without amendment, and passe: 
by the House of Representatives. Time did not permit action by 
the Senate, nor did it permit adequate consideration by the Depart- 
ment of Defense of new proposals which were not mentioned in the 
former bills. For one thing, the scope of the legislation was broad- 
ened by H. R. 12185 to cover withdrawals or reservations of Federal 
lands and waters of the outer Continental Shelf and Federal lands 
and waters off the coast of the Territory of Alaska. It also added a 
new section 6 declaring that all minerals in withdrawn or reserved 
public lands except lands withdrawn or reserved specifically as naval 
petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal reserves are under the juris- 
diction of the Secretary of the Interior, and that no disposition thereof 
shall be made except under the applicable public land mining and 
mineral leasing laws. 

The provision in section 1 of the bill raises certain questions which 
need clarification. While it appears from the bill as presently worded 
that the President’s authority under existing law to set aside as naval 
petroleum reserves any lands already withdrawn or reserved is not im- 
paired, it appears that the bill would preclude the President from 
withdrawing or reserving additional lands for such purposes. The 
Department of Defense considers it essential that the President re- 
tain this authority. The bill recognizes the fact that naval petroleum 
reserves present a diffeernt problem and has specifically excluded 
such reservations or withdrawals from section 6 of the proposed legis- 
lation. It istherefore recommended that section 1 of the bill be amend- 
ed by adding thereto the following: 

“Provided further, That nothing in this Act shall affect the Presi- 
dent’s authority to withdraw or reserve lands specifically as naval 
petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal reserves.” 

The bill also refers to withdrawals and reservations. Section 12 (d) 
of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, Public Law 212, 88d Con- 
gress (67 Stat. 472), permits “designation” of areas falling within the 
definition of the outer Continental Shelf by the Secretary of Defense 
with the approval of the President. Qne question is whether the bill 
would apply to such designations. If so, then the bill repeals by imphi- 

cation the authority gr: anted in section 12 (d) to the extent that any 
designations thereunder covers 5,000 or more acres of the outer Con- 
tinental Shelf as defined in the act. Further, as to such areas as ma) 
have been designated pursuant to section 12 (d) by the Secretary 
of Defense and not yet approved by the Pesca will the bill require 


for these areas that an act of Congress be obtained? In addition, prior 


to the passage of the Outer Continental Shelf Act certain areas which 
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would now fall within the definition of the outer Continental Shelf 
were designated as warning areas for defense purposes. Insofar as 
such areas may have covered more than 5,000 acres, would it be required 
under this bill that an act of Congress be obtained as a condition pre- 
cedent to continued utilization? Asto the latter two cases it is believed 
the bill should not apply in any event. It would seem, therefore, that 
to preclude possible misconstruction of the language of the bill, fur- 
ther clarification as to the application of the provision is desirable. 

Section 6 would permit leasing to private interests and use by other 
Government agencies of public lands set aside for military purposes. 
We feel very strongly that a condition should not be created wherein 
the activities of other Government agencies and private interests could 
inadvertently impair the effectiveness of military operations, and 
thus defeat the purpose for which such public lands have been set 
aside. Accordingly, it is recommended that section 6 be revised as 
follows in order to protect national defense interests : 

“Sec. 6. All withdrawals and reservations of public land for use of 
any agency of the Department of Defense, except lands withdrawn or 
reserved specifically as naval petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal 
reserves, which are heretofore or hereafter made by the United States, 
shall be deemed to be subject to the condition that all minerals in the 
lands so withdrawn or reserved are under the jurisdiction of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, and no disposition shall be made of minerals 
in such lands except under the applicable public land mining and 
mineral leasing laws: Provided, That no disposition shall be made ot 
mineral rights i in such lands where the Secretary of Defense deter- 
mines that such disposition is inconsistent with the military use of the 
lands so withdrawn or reserved.” 

Since section 6 of the prior bills, which deals with water rights, was 
eliminated from H. R. 12185, it is therefore suggested that subsection 
(8) of section 3 be deleted from the bill. 

The Department of Defense considers that the legislation would not 
affect permits granted by the Department of the Interior to the mili- 
tary departments as distinct from withdrawals or reservations. 

This supplementary report has been coordinated within the Depart- 
ment of Defense in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Sec- 
retary of Defense. 

When the Bureau of the Budget clearance is obtained, your commit- 
tee will be so informed. 

Sincerely yours, 
Lyte S. GarLocg, 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force. 


H. R. 627 


Strike out beginning on line 8, page 4, through line 24, page 5, and 
insert the following in ‘place thereof: 

“Sec. 4. ¢ ‘hapter 159 of title 10, United States Code, is amended 
as follows: 

“(1) By adding the following new section at the end: 

“*$ 2671. Military reservations and facilities: hunting, fishing, and 
trapping 
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“*(a) The Secretary of each military department shall, with re- 
spect to'each military installation or facility under the jurisdiction of 
his department in a State or Territory— 


“*(1) require that all hunting, fishing, and trapping at that 
installation or facility be in accordance with the fish and game 
laws of the State or Territory in which it is located ; 

“*(2) require that an appropriate license for hunting, fishing, 
or trapping on that installation or facility be obtained, except 
that with respect to members of the Armed Forces, such a license 
may be required only if the State or Territory authorizes the 
issuance of a license to a member on active duty for a period of 
more than 30 days at an installation or facility within that State 
or Territory, without regard to residence requirements, and upon 
terms not less favorable than the terms upon which such a license 
is issued to residents of that State or Territory ; and 

“*(3) develop, subject to safety requirements and military se- 
curity, and in cooperation with the Governor (or his designee) of 
the State or Territory in which the installation or facility is lo- 
cated, procedures under which designated fish and game or con- 
servation officials of that State or Territory may, at such time 
and under such conditions as may be agreed upon have full access 
to that installation or facility to effect measures for the manage- 
ment, conservation, and harvesting of fish and game resources. 


“*(b) The Secretary of each military department with the approval 
of the Secretary of Defense, shall prescribe regulations to carry out 
this section. 

“*(c) Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a re- 
quirement prescribed under subsection (a) (1) or (2), which act or 
omission would be punishable if committed or omitted within the 
jurisdiction of the State or Territory in which the installation or facil- 
ity is located, by the laws thereof in effect at the time of that act or 
omission, is guilty of a like offense and is subject to a like punishment. 

“*(d) This section does not modify any rights granted by treaty 
or otherwise to any Indian tribe or to the members thereof.’ 

“(2) By adding the following new item at the end of the analysis: 

“9671. Military reservations and facilities: hunting, fishing, and 
trapping.’ ” 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
AvaskA WiLp.irr Resources, 
Juneau, Alaska, February 5, 1957. 
Crate ENGiE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D.C. 

Drar Mr. Encte: As requested by you during my recent appear- 
ance before your committee, I am furnishing herewith desired in- 
formation pertaining to the impact of the military on wildlife man- 
agement in Alaska. 
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Since the Territory of Alaska does not issue hunting licenses, we 
believe the wording in section 4 of the act should use the term “appro- 
priate licensing authority.” Certainly we hope the final draft will 
not set up special privileges on or otf military reservations as such 
would pose a diflicult problem for us. Following is our suggested 
wording: 

On page 4, starting with line 17, stopping page 5, end of line 2, 
“(2) require that licenses for hunting, trapping, or fishing be obtained 
from the appropriate licensing authority having jurisdiction in the 
State or Territory where such installation or facility is located. With 
respect to members of the Armed Forces, except in Alaska, such li- 
censes will be required if such licensing authority of the State or 
Territory provides for the issuance of a license to a member of the 
Armed Forces on bona fide military duty for not less than thirty days 
at any installation or facility therein, without regard to residence 
requirements, and upon terms no less favorable than those terms upon 
which such a license is issued to residents of each State or Terri- 
tory. The issuance of licenses to members of the Armed Forces in 
Alaska shall be in accordance with the provisions of the Alaska Game 
Law; and * * *.” 

The Alaska game law, act of January 13, 1925, as amended, is the 
basic law under which the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
regulates and manages the sports fisheries and wildlife of Alaska. 
Among other items this law requires a person to be a bona fide resi- 
dent of Alaska for a period of 12 months in order to acquire a resident 
hunting or fishing license. This requirement has been in effect since 
passage of the original act and applies equally to all persons. To the 
best of our knowledge no one in the military at the Alaska level has 
ever asked for a special provision for the military to grant residence 
on less time than is required of civilians. They are now in process 
of putting out a military order spelling out the 1-year requirement 
and arbitrarily stating no one in the militarv ean retain residence 
status in Alaska unless he continues to be officially stationed here. 
A copy of this proposed order is attached. 

The military in Alaska has also issued orders prohibiting the use 
of military rifles for hunting and prohibiting use of militar y vehicles 
for off-highway hunting. To our knowledge the first of these is oc- 
casionally violated and the second is more frequently violated. We 
do not have power to enforce it, of course. 

We have an informal agreement with the military that they will 
not establish a recreational hunting or fishing camp without our con- 
currence to prevent over exploitation of resources in local area 
This has worked reasonably well. Again, it is a concession on their 
part since no law compels such action. Generally, we jointly attempt 
to prevent serious conflicts between military and civilian hunters and 
fishermen, 

Each year the military provides from 6 to 12 men to assist enforce- 
ment of the game and fish regulations. They admit the military has 

caused us a problem, primarily because of our very limited means, 
a they accept some responsibility to help with it. These men are 
generally furnished with military vehicles and are granted authority 
by us to enforce the Alaska game law. During the heavy fall hunting 
season these men are usually assigned to wor rk under supervision of 
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our regular agents. Theoretically they apply enforcement to members 
of the armed services but actually they assist with cases involving 
civilians as well. In the field it is almost impossible to distinguish 
military personnel from civilians except by personal questioning. 

Each military establishment has a designated conservation officer 
and one is attached to the office of commander in chief, Alaska. The 
individual conservation officers at field installations have not been as 
active or effective as we had hoped. 

As stated before your committee, it is our experience a greater 
hunting and fishing pressure is exerted by military personnel than 
by an equal number of civilians. This is not meant in a derogatory 
sense but is simply a fact we must consider in overall management. A 
nonresident fishing license, good for 1 year, is sold for $2.50. Non- 
resident small-game licenses, including fishing, sell for $10. We are 
confident these licenses are well within the reach of all military or 
civilian nonresidents. It is only in the big game field that we 
are concerned and this is our reason for wanting to keep the present 
l-year license requirements, Alaska generally has more nonresidents 
than moose or sheep. When military installations are placed in outly- 
ing spots there is usually a conflict with the local residents who de- 
pend on wildlife for a living. The 1-year residence requirement 
minimizes this situation with regard to our big game. 

It is difficult for us to get a firm figure on licenses sold to military 
personnel as they are often not identified as such. We estimate 40 
to 45 percent of all licenses are sold to them. About 60,000 licenses 
are sold each year. Native Indians and Eskimos are not required to 
have one. Approximately 30 percent of convictions for game iaw 
violations involve military personnel. This may not have a direct 
relationship to violations which are not detected, but it does indicate 
the conservation program conducted by the military is of benefit. 

We are attaching a copy of our current game regulations and again 
wish to express appreciation for being allowed to present testimony 
to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ciarence J. RHope, 
Wildlife Administrator. 


HEADQUARTERS, ALASKAN COMMAND, 
Orrice or THE AssIsTANTt Cuter or Starr, J—1, 
Seattle, Wash.. Novembe ry. 1956. 
Mr. CLareNcE Ru#ope, 
Wildlife Administrator, 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Juneau, Alaska. 

Dear Mr. Ruope: Existing Alaskan Command regulations direct 
military installation commanders to make suitable arrangements for 
the on-station sale and issuance of hunting and fishing licenses and 
stamps to military personnel, civilian employees, and dependents of 
both groups. Our regulations also require such persons to purchase 
the appropriate licenses as required by law and to familiarize them- 
selves with applicable provisions of the Alaska game laws and reeula- 
tions prior to hunting or fishing in the Territory. 
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As you well know, the length of time military personnel reside in 
Alaska is controlled by military orders, whereas nonmilitary persons 
generally enter and leave the Territory at their own discretion. Be- 
cause our personnel lack this freedom of choice, we are presently con- 
templating a modification of regulations which would provide guid- 
ance as to their eligibility for resident licenses, provided you concur 
therein. It is believed that publication of such information would be 
particularly helpful to new arrivals; furthermore it would help elimt- 
nate inadvertent abuse of the residence requirements by those pre- 
viously stationed in Alaska. 

The following guidance has been developed by the staff after care- 
ful consideration of the game laws and their legislative history and 
bears the approval of our legal advisers. 

“Military personnel, civilian employees of the military service, 
and dependents of both groups will abide by the following criteria 
when obtaining fishing or hunting licenses: 

“1. Newly arrived personnel must be assigned to a station in Alaska 
for the 12-month period immediately preceding the application in 
order to qualify for a resident license. This period begins on the date 
of actual arrival in the Territory, not the date of departure from the 
United States. 

“9. Personnel departing Alaska for a permanent change of station 
may continue using currently valid resident licenses (if they should 
return to Alaska) until the expiration date. They are not authorized 
to obtain a succeeding resident license, either by mail or while tem- 
porarily visiting Alaska. Upon return to Alaska on a permanent 
change of station, such individuals must reestablish their right ta 
resident privileges by completion of the 12-month period. 

“3. Accumulated periods of temporary residence in Alaska do not 
qualify an individual for resident privileges. 

“4. Temporary absence from Alaska does not affect an individual’s 
resident privileges.” 

Your comments on the proposed publication are solicited. 

Sincerely, 
H. D. Smrrn, Jr., 
Colonel, United States Air Force, 
Assistant Chief of Staff, J-1. 


CHLANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with clause 3 of Rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as intro- 
duced are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is 
enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italics, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman) : 


Cuaprer 159 or Trrite 10, Untrep Srares Copr 


CHAPTER 159.—-REAL PROPERTY ; RELATED PERSONAL PROPERTY ; AND LEASE 
OF NONEXCESS PROPERTY 


Sec. 


2661. Planning and construction of public works projects by military depart 
ments. 
2662. Real property transactions: 


agreement with Armed Services Committees; 
reports. 
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Sec. 

2663. Acquisition. 

2664. Acquisition of property for lumber production. 

2665. Sale of certain interests in land; logs. 

2666. Acquisition : land purchase contracts ; limitation on commission. 

2667. Leases: nonexcess property. 

2668. Easements for rights-of-way. 

2669. Easements for rights-of-way : gas, water, sewer pipe lines. 

2670. Licenses: military installations; erection and use of buildings; American 
National Red Cross. 

2671. Military reservations and facilities: hunting, fishing, and trapping. 


* * * * * * * 


§ 2670. Licenses: military installations; erection and use of buildings; 
American National Red Cross 
Under such conditions as he may prescribe, the Secretary of any 


military department may issue a revocable license to the American 
National Red Cross to— 


(1) erect and maintain, on any military installation under 
his jurisdiction, buildings for the storage of supplies; or 


(2) use, for the storage of supplies, buildings erected by the 
United States. 


Seeplics stored in buildings erected or used under this section are 
available to aid the civilian population i in a serious national disaster. 


§ 2671. Military reservations and facilities: hunting, fishing, and 
trapping 
(a) The Secretary of Defense shall, with respect to each military 
installation or facility under the jurisdiction of any military depart- 
ment in a State or Territory— 

(1) require that ali hunting, fishing, and trapping at that in- 
stallation or facility be in accordance with the fish and game laws 
of the State or Territory in which it is located ; 

(2) require that an appropriate license for hunting, fishing, or 
trapping on that installation or facility be obtained, except that 
with respect to members of the Armed Forces, such a license may 
be required only if the State or Territory authorizes the issuance 
of a license to a member on active duty for a period of more than 
thirty days at an installation or facility within that State or 
Territory, without regard to residence requirements, and upon 
terms otherwise not less favorable than the terms upon which such 
a license is issued to residents of that State or Territory; and 

(3) develop, subject to safety requirements and military secur- 
ity, and in cooperation with the Governor (or his designee) of 
the State or Territory in which the installation or facility is lo- 
cated, procedures under which designated fish and game or con- 
servation officials of that State or Territory may, at such time and 
under such conditions as may be agreed upon, have full access to 
that installation or facility to effect measures for the management. 
conservation, and hav esting of fish and game resources. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall prescribe regulations to carry 
out this section. 

(c) Whoever is guilty of an act or omission which violates a require- 
ment prescribed under subsection ( (a) (1) or (2), which act or omission 
would be punishable if committed or Suid within the jurisdiction 
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of the State or Territory in which the installation or facility is lo- 
cated; by the laws thereof in effect at the time of that act or omission, 
is guilty of a like offense and is subject to a like punishment. 

(d) This section does not modify any rights granted by treaty or 
otherwise to any Indian tribe or to the members thereof. 


Secrion 3 (d) or THE FEDERAL PRroperTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
Services Act or 1949 (63 Star. 377), as AMENDED 


* * * * Ey * * 


Sec, 3. As used in this Act— 
* * * * * * ® 


) [The term “property” means any interest in property of any 
Ks Ay except (1) the public domain (including lands withdrawn or 
reserved from the public domain which the Administrator, with the 
concurrence of the Secretary of the Interior, determines are suitable 
for return to the public domain for disposition under the general 
public-land laws because such lands are not substantially changed in 
character by improvements), and lands reserved or dedicated for 
national forest or national park purposes; (2) naval vessels of the fol- 
lowing categories: Battleships, cruisers, aircraft carriers, destroy- 
ers, and submarines and (3) records of the Federal Government.] 
The term “property” means any interest in property except (1) the 
public domain; lands reserved or dedicated for national forest or na- 
tional park purposes; minerals in lands or portions of lands with- 
drawn or reserved from the public domain which the Secretary of 
the Interior determines are suitable for disposition under the public 
land mining and mineral leasing laws; and lands withdrawn or 
reserved from the public domain except lands or portions of lands so 
withdrawn or reserved which the Secretary of the Interior, with the 
concurrence of the Administrator, determines are not suitable for re- 
turn to the public domain for disposition under the general public- 
land laws because such lands are substantially changed in character 
by improvements or otherwise; (2) naval vessels of the following 
categories: Batileships, cruisers, aircraft carriers, destroyers, and 
submarines; and (3) records of the Federal Government. 


. . * . « * * 
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The following letter of September 6, 1956, to the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States, and his reply of October 23, 1956, regarding 
San Nicolas Island, Calif., are set forth below in accordance with 
permission granted on page 139: 


COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., September 6, 1956. 
Hon. JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 


DeAR Mr. CAMPBELL: I am writing at the direction of the committee chairman, 
the Honorable Clair Engle, to request for him that your office render an opinion 
on certain questions relating to the position of the Department of the Navy 
with reference to utilization of public lands reserved for naval purposes, and 
particularly as to the asserted authority of the Navy to drill and explore for 
oil outside of officially designated naval petroleum reserves, 

The questions are as follows: 

1. Was San Nicolas Island, Calif., created as a naval reservation, or as 
a naval petroleum reserve? 

2. If created as a naval reservation, has there been any executive or 
legislative action since it was so established which would change its status 
to that of a naval petroleum reserve? 

3. If created as a naval reservation, is there any provision of any Federal 
law, including the Naval Petroleum Reserve Act of June 4, 1920, or any 
Executive authority which would require or permit San Nicolas Island ‘to 
be administered as a naval petroleum reserve? 

4. Does the Department of the Navy presently have authority to initiate 
petroleum exploratory activities, i. e., drill for oil on San Nicolas Island? 

5. Does the Department of the Navy presently have authority, or is the 
Department of the Navy directed by any competent authority, to conduct 
petroleum exploratory activities on any Federal real property? 

6. Whether San Nicolas Island is determined to be a naval reservation 
or a naval petroleum reserve, what area is included within lands, or lands 
and water, subject to administration by the Department of the Navy? 

The office of the chairman and the committee staff will, of course, assist in 
every way possible to make available transcripts of hearings on this matter, 
together with the committee reports and correspondence between the chairman 
and the Secretaries of Defense, the Navy, and Interior, on this subject. It 
would be appreciated if your office, in addition to the specific questions asked, 
will comment on any and all matters related to the general subject of our inquiry. 

Sincerely yours, 

YEORGE W. ABBOTT, 
Commiitee Counsel. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Washington 25, October 28, 1956. 

Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 

Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 
Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to letter dated September 6, 
1956, from Mr. George W. Abbott, counsel of your committee, requesting on your 
behalf an opinion on several questions relating to the position of the Department 
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of the Navy concerning the utilization of public lands reserved for naval purposes, 
and particularly as to its asserted authority to drill and explore for oil outside 
of officially designated naval petroleum reserves. 

The various questions submitted will be answered in the order presented. 

“1. Was San Nicolas Island, Calif., created as a naval reservation, or as a naval 
petroleum reserve?” 

Historically, naval petroleum reserves have been established as such by 
Executive orders or land withdrawal orders issued by the President. Section 1 
of the act approved June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 847, 43 U. S. C. 141), authorizes the 
President temporarily to withdraw from settlement, location, sale, or entry any 
of the public lands of the United States, including Alaska, and reserve the same 
for “water-power sites, irrigation, classification of lands, or other public purposes 
to be specified in the orders of withdrawals.” [Italic supplied.] Pursuant 
to such authority, various Presidents, by orders of withdrawal dated September 
2, 1912, December 13, 1912, and April 30, 1915, withdrew lands to constitute, and 
so specified in the orders, Naval Petroleum Reserves Nos. 1, 2, and 3, respectively. 
A fourth naval petroleum reserve was specifically established as such by Execu- 
tive Order No. 3797—A, February 27, 1923. San Nicolas Island, on the other hand, 
was not designated as a naval petroleum reserve but was placed under the con- 
trol and jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Navy “for naval uses” by Executive 
Order No. 6009, dated January 1, 1983. Therefore, it appears that San Nicolas 
Island is to be regarded as a naval reservation and not a naval petroleum 
reserve. 

“2. If created as a naval reservation, has there been any Executive or legisla- 
tive action since it was so established which would change its status to that of 
a naval petroluem reserve?” 

No executive or legislative action, so far as we have been able to determine, has 
been taken that would change the status of San Nicolas Island. 

“3. If created as a naval reservation, is there any provision of any Federal law, 
including the Naval Petroleum Reserve Act of June 4, 1920, or any Executive 
authority which would require or permit San Nicolas Island to be administered 
as a naval petroleum reserve?” 

Legislation concerning naval petroleum reserves is embodied in the act of 
June 4, 1920 (41 Stat, 813, as amended, 34 U. S. C. 524). The Secretary of the 
Navy is therein directed “to take possession of all properties within the naval 
petroleum reserves as are or may become subject to the control and use by the 
United States for naval purposes ; to explore, prospect, conserve, develop, use, and 
operate the same in his discretion.” It appears clear from this language that 
the act’s application is limited to naval petroleum reserves. This was expressed 
by the court in United States v. Mammoth Oil Co. (14 F. 2d 705, 714), in the 
following way: 

“* * * The act of June 4, 1920, deals entirely with the naval petroleum re- 
serves. * * * The purpose of the act * * * was to preserve the oil in these naval 
reserves for the benefit of the government in such manner as Congress at that time 
deemed wise * * *. This act is as broad as an act dealing with this subject 
could well be. It confers upon the Secretary of the Navy wide discretion as to 
administering the naval reserves, directing him to take possession of the prop- 
erties within the same as are or may become subject to the control and use by 
the United States for naval purposes * * *.” [Italic supplied.] 

In view of the foregoing, the provisions of the cited act are not viewed as re- 
quiring or permitting the administration of San Nicolas Island as a naval petro- 
leum reserve. There does not appear to be authority in any other Federal law 
or executive actions for such administration. Question 3 is answered accord 
ingly. 

“4. Does the Department of the Navy presently have authority to initiate 
petroleum exploratory activities, i. e., drill for oil on San Nicolas Island?’ 

No specific authority for such activity has been found. Nor has any appro- 
priation that is presently specifically available for such activities come to our 
attention. While it may be contended that the grant of control of the isiand 
to the Navy Department by the Executive order for “naval uses” embraces any 
use, advantage, or benefit to the Department from the Island, it is believed that 
the words “naval uses” in the Executive order means any usual and regular 
naval purpose. The successful exploration and drilling for oil might be of 
advantage and use of the Navy Department but hardly could be considered a 
purpose for which the Department was established or is maintained. We, there- 
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fore, do not feel that the Department has any present authority to drill for 
oil on the Island. 

“5. Does the Department of the Navy presently have authority, or is the 
Department of the Navy directed by any competent authority, to conduct petro- 
jeum, exploratory activities on any Federal real property?’ 

Authority of the Department of the Navy to conduct petroleum exploratory 
activities on Federal real property is contained in the act of June 4, 1920, as 
amended (34 U, 8S. C. 524), which, as hereinbefore stated, concerns lands within 
naval petroleum reserves set aside for naval purposes. Funds for this activity 
, are provided in the annual appropriation acts. 

In addition section 11 of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (67 Stat. 469), 
provides as follows: 

“Sec. 11. GEOLOGICAL AND GEOPHYSICAL HxXPLORATIONS.—Any agency of the 
United States and any person authorized by the Secretary may conduct geological 
and geophysical explorations in the outer Continental Shelf, which do not inter- 
fere; with or endanger actual operations under any lease maintained or granted 
pursuant to this Act, and which are not unduly harmful to aquatic life in such 
area.” 

The conducting of explorations under the above authority is, of course, neces- 
sarily dependent upon funds being provided therefor. Funds for conducting 
petroleum exploratory activities under this authority have not been appropriated 
for use by the Department of the Navy. Question 5 is answered accordingly. 

“6. Whether San Nicolas Island is determined to be a naval reservation or a 
naval petroleum reserve, what area is included within lands, or lands and water, 
subject to administration by the Department of the Navy?” 

The second paragraph of Executive Order No. 6009 provides as follows: 

“And it is hereby ordered that the said San Nicolas Island off the southern 
coast of California, between longitude 119°25’ W. and 119°34’30’’ W. and latitude 
33°13'30’’ N. and 33°17'30’’ N., containing 13,370 acres, more or less, be, and the 
same is hereby placed under the control and jurisdiction of the Secretary of the 
Navy for naval uses.” 

It is well settled in the United States and recognized elsewhere that the 
territory subject to its jurisdiction includes the land areas under its dominion 
and control, the ports, harbors, bays, and other enclosed areas of the sea along 
its coast and a marginal belt of the sea extending from the coust line outward a 
marine league, or three geographic miles. Cunard Steamship Co. v. Mellon 
(262 U. S. 100, 122). Also, the jurisdiction extends to the waters for a width 
of 3 miles around each of the islands along and adjacent to its shores (ex parte 
Marincovich, 192 P. 156). While the Executive order only refers to the Island 
itself, the grant of contro] and jurisdiction was for “naval uses.” Presumably, 
a grant for such a purpose would take into consideration that the surrounding 
shoreline and its contiguous waters would be used for wharves, docks, and the 
lwunching of naval vessels, planes, and the firing of guns and other missiles 
and encompassed a grant for naval purposes of the jurisdiction of the United 
States: over the waters contiguous to the Island over which’ it had control. 
It would thus appear that the administration of the Department of the Navy 
includes the marginal belt extending three geographic miles from the coast of 
the Isiand. However, it seems desirable if the Island is to be etstablished as 
a naval petroleum reserve, by Executive order or otherwise, to resolve any 
doubt in the matter by including in the description of the reservation such 
portion of the waters surrounding the Island as would protect any oilfield 
that may be found thereon from offshore drilling by private interests. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
x 








